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President. — I put to the vote the request for urgent
procedure.

Urgent procedure is adopted.

The motion for a resolution will be placed on the
agenda of the sitting of Friday, 20 June.

5. Accident hazards of certain industrial activities
(continuatton)

President. — The next item is the continuation of the
debate on the report (Doc. 1-220/80), drawn up by
Mrs Roudy on behalf of the Committee on the Envi-
ronment, Public Health and Consumer Protection, on

the

proposal from the Commission to the Council (Doc.
1-265/79) for a directive on the major accident hazards
of certain industrial activities.

I call Mr Ripa di Meana.

Mr Ripa de Meana. — (I) Mr President, the debate
on the ‘Seveso Directive’ might have been finished the
day before yesterday if for reasons pertaining to the
agenda the President had not decided to adopt the
strange procedure of breaking off the debate half way
through and asking Vice-President Natali who was
present on that day to sum up and to reply, and then
paradoxically reopening the debate this morning.

The debate has been so wide-ranging and searching
that [ shall be brief this morning, and also because the
question of lack of time is bringing more pressure than
ever to bear on our already overloaded agenda.

If I take the floor this morning for a few minutes on
the subject of the ‘Seveso Directive’ it is above all on
behalf of a small community in Lombardy whose name
has come to symbolize all the civil catastrophes to
which our modern industrialized society is prey, just
as some decades earlier the name of Hiroshima had
become the symbol for military and civil catastrophes.

The Italian Presidency would like this Directive to be
approved on 30 June by the Council of Ministers, so
that it can come into force. This request seems to be
well founded, since it has been formulated by the Ital-
ian Presidency and has a direct bearing not only on the
Seveso case but also on a number of lesser incidents
which have occured in Italy since Seveso. '

The reasons why the Socialists back this Directive
have already been expressed by other members of our
group. We support the draft directive in its entirety,
and we praise the high quality of the work carried out
by the Commission and likewise approve wholeheart-
edly the excellent report which Mme Roudy has

submitted. As a group, the Socialists would have liked
to have seen a larger field of application for this Direc-
tive, both wider and more binding for industry, but we
know that two Member States, France and Germany,
are opposed to any such approach, as these two coun-
tries wish to restrict the field of action of the directive
to only the most important accidents.

I said that I had taken the floor above all in order to
highlight a few points, after a debate which has
already gone into the general questions. Seveso is
well-known, but there is no mention, and often this
fact is not known, of minor incidents and I refer to
those which occured during April and May in North
East Italy in a place called Alto-Piave in the Marghera
plant. On these occasions, 24 workers were seriously
poisened in the petrochemical plant in Marghera as a
result of a gas leak in the FRI department, where
chlorine and hydrocloric acid are used to produce
freon gas. It is precisely to this problem of the increase
in environmental pollution and of extremely serious
and even genetic injury to workers and to the popula-
tion and crops surrounding many industrial installa-
tions that we should like to draw Parliament’s atten-
tion, and we should like to do this by seeking approval
for the excellent directive which has been drawn up by
the Commission.

We should also like to draw your attention to the need
to involve the local authorities as well as the workers
concerned. There is an evident tendency to exclude
the local authorities — as Mr Estgen said — with a
view to preventing the spread of alarmism. Well, the
Socialist Group when confronted with this sort of
objection, which is preceded by a further objection —
once more made by Mr Estgen — that ‘a sterile
bureaucracy must not be allowed to interrupt indus-
trial processes’, and another objection from the same
person is that ‘the risks and possible fatal outcome of
such incidents and catastrophes may in some ways be
compared to the risks involved in driving a car’, we
propose the opposite course of involving and contin-
ually informing the workers, the population in the
surrounding areas and the local authorities. We know
that this in some ways presents a new and perhaps
even expensive approach to the problem because of the
information network and the expenditure needed to
make these installations safe. But we think that this
expenditure is no more than our duty. And I say this
coming from a city, Venice, which has on its doorstep
a veritable chemical time bomb in the two areas of
Marghera and Mestre, where the risk of a major inci-
dent is higher than that which would exist if there
were a first generation nuclear power station in the
same area. This problem is known, unfortunately, only
to a few specialists. It is not known to the population
of Venice, nor to Italian public opinion, nor to Euro-
pean and world public opinion; which is so often
moved by the plight of Venice in terms of its water,
and of the erosion of its buildings by atmospheric
pollution; public opinion does not know that on the
edge of the lagoon, only a few yards away from this
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historical and architectural centre, looms a major
catastrophe in a state of éxtreme risk as the last acci-
dent in Marghera proved, unless enlightened Direc-
tives are issued by the European Community, unless
urgent measures are taken by the Italian authorities,
supported in this matter — I hope — by the experi-
ence and powers of local governments of Venice and
the Veneto region.

It is in this spirit and with this somewhat simplified
outline of Venice’s problem that I seek your unani-
mous approval for the ‘Seveso Directive’, which repre-
sents a first step in the right direction and which in no
way interferes with national legislation which is more
advanced on this subject, but which gives a firm foun-
dation and provides a definite response to the tragedy
which started in Seveso and which is repeating itself all
over Europe and affects the environment and
mankind.

IN THE CHAIR: MR VANDEWIELE
Vice-President
President. — I call Mrs Schleicher.

Mrs Schleicher. — (D) Mr President, ladies and
gentlemen, it is a pity that discussion on this item on
the agenda had to be interrupted, and it is not an easy
matter to pick up the thread again a day later. Mr
Estgen has already made the essential points on behalf
of the Group of the European People’s Party and said
what we want to see done. I should therefore like to

‘concentrate on two points which came up in the

course of the debate yesterday. Mrs Seibel-Emmerling
described once again the tragic circumstances
surrounding the Seveso accident. Regrettable as it may
seem, it was nonetheless precisely this incident which
led to the formulation of guidelines on the accident
hazards of certain industrial activities at European
Community level. Nuclear installations and the repro-
cessing of radioactive materials are exempted from
these guidelines as they are already covered by other
regulations. The aim of the directive is to ensure that
serious accidents of this kind cannot occur in the
future, which is why one part of the directive is
concerned with the recognition of hazards in connec-
tion with toxic, explosive and inflammable materials.
However, should anything unforeseen occur, precau-
tions should be taken to deal with the emergency
while at the same time causing as little nuisance as
possible to the persons affected. For instance, condi-
tions are laid down for the storage of dangerous subst-
ances, and the manufacturer is required to draw up a
safety report. The directive is also concerned with

ensuring that information is passed on to the authori-

ties and the people employed in the works or living in

the immediate vicinity on possible serious accident
sites. It is also concerned with the authorities’
means of supervising what is going on and, lastly, with
the obligation to give notification of an emergency

and to report to the Commission on any accidents,
linked with a data bank.

I cannot endorse the view expressed by Mr Sherlock
and — in particular — by Mrs Boserup on behalf of
the Communist Group to the effect that the guidelines
would be ineffective. Rigorous provisions are already
in force in a number of Member States, and I can tell
you that in the Federal Republic of Germany very
far-reaching precautions have been taken by virtue of
the Federal Emission Protection Act and the Accident
Directives.

These promising developments should not, however,
be restricted by a directive, which is why, in paragraph
5 of our motion for a resolution, we call on the
Commission to use this outline directive to harmonize
the Member States’ legislation on dangerous activities
on the assumption that the most rigorous and most
effective provisions in each of the Member States
should apply.

Our committee went into the report drawn up by Mrs
Roudy in great detail. Our discussions were painstak-
ing, and I would say that we have spent a very great
deal of time on ensuring that we reached a good
conclusion. Many wishes — even if not all — were
taken into consideration, but even so we managed to
find a compromise which was acceptable to all parties.
I should therefore like to urge you to adopt this

- compromise in its original form, and I must say on

behalf of my group that we cannot support the
amendments tabled because we believe that the
compromise is acceptable as it stands. Things will
become tricky again if any more changes are made,
which is why I would ask you — as the previous
speaker said — to leave the draft proposal as it is.
When a committee has discussed a matter very care-
fully and has reached a compromise acceptable to all
members of the committees, we should not then try in
plenary session to tamper with this compromise; after
all, the work of the committee is extremely valuable
and ensures that things are not held up in plenary
session. The point here is surely that we can agree now
that the process of harmonization should proceed with
all due speed. In individual cases, however, what is
important is how the people to whom the directive is
addressed will accept their responsibility and, in an
emergency, do what we want them to do.

President. — I call Mr Romualdi.

Mr Romualdi. — (I) Mr President, ladies and
gentlemen, our Group also adds its support to the
report presented by Yvette Roudy. Since the accident
at Seveso on 10 September 1976 — classed technically

EEEY L L Y
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as ‘major accident’, but in fact a disaster, as this House
has already seen, in its effect on agriculture, animals
and people, and especially on hundreds of children
suffering from skin diseases, on children born with
obscure “anomalies and on their mothers — a
completely different approach to hazards of this kind
is required, indeed imperative. Risk is part of our ever-
yday lives, and is unfortunately inherent in progress,
which though, of course, essential must continue only
after measures have been taken to protect the plant,
animal and human environment from its harmful
effects.

Apart from the accident at Seveso, those at Flixbor-
ough, Beek, Verlbert, Manfredonia and elsewhere
should be giving us food for thought. We must be
quicker, more efficient, better equipped to reduce the
possibility of such accidents to the absolute minimum

and able to act more promptly when these accidents

- do unfortunately happen.

We are fully aware of the great technical problems,
but we must learn to overcome them openly because it
is no longer acceptable that factories should be
allowed, as in Seveso, for example, not to disclose the
nature of what they are manufacturing, and the
attendant hazards. Indeed everything should be
known, everything should be verified and verifiable.
Nothing must be allowed to prevent the free circula-
tion of information: no arguments of freedom, indus-
trial secrecy, economics or politics must be permitted
to prevent one man’s knowledge becoming public
knowledge.

That is why we are in favour of Mrs Roudy’s report,
even where it deals with the immediate and short-term
effects. However, it must be remembered that this
kind of hazard has consequences which go beyond the
short term, and may affect future generations. That is
why the measures we are adopting will enable us to
deal adequately with anything, even the most unex-
pected consequences. They say that in our world of
democracy and headlong industrial development the
exception can be the rule. As far as is humanly possible
we should be ready to deal with this situation, with
up-to-date common legislation built on common
experience and offering a common response along the
lines suggested by Mrs Roudy in her report, and
which will give even stricter controls than those
proposed by the reporter and the Committee on the
Environment.

President. — The debate is closed. The motion for a
resolution and the amendments which have been
tabled will be put to the vote at the next voting time.

With a view to ensuring that the proceedings.run
smoothly and in accordance with the decision of the
Bureau in the matter, the list of speakers for all today’s
debates will be closed in half an hour.

Since there are no objections, that is agreed.

6. Situation in the Central African Republic

President. — The next item is the report (Doc.
1-149/80), drawn up by Mr Jaquet on behalf of the
Committee on Development and Cooperation, on

the situation in the Central African chublic.

I call Mr Jaquet.

Mr Jaquet, rapporteur. — (F) Mr President, I submit
for deliberation by Parliament this motion for a reso-
lution on the situation in Central Africa with the unan-
imous support of the, Committee on Development and
Cooperation. The Committee on Development and
Cooperation has in fact had to examine two motions
for resolution tabled by Parliament.

The first, tabled by Mr George Sarre, concerned the
period before the downfall of Bokassa and proposed _
that the Central African State be boycotted.

The second motion, which was also tabled by Mr
George Sarre and a certain number of his colleagues in
the Socialist Group, dealt with the period following
Bokassa’s downfall and was basically concerned with
the role played by a Community Member State in
overthrowing Bokassa and the subsequent political and
military activities undertaken by this State in Central
Africa.

I should also like to remind this House that the
Committee on Development and Cooperation tabled
in May 1979 and again in September of the same year
an oral question on the massacres in the Central Afri-
can Empire. What then, ladies and gentlemen, does
the committee suggest? Obviously, the first motion for
a resolution which was tabled before Bokassa left

'power is no longer of any topical interest. However, I
‘feel that it is of definite interest from a political view-

point. It enables us, without becoming involved in the
often passionate conflicts which topical questions may
cause, to ask an important question in a calm and
serious manner. What should the attitude of the
Community be towards a State which has signed the
Lomé Convention and which blatantly violates human
rights, and how should we behave towards the people
of that State?

" The Commission and the Council have adopted clear

positions of principle on this matter. I venture to
repeat two statements which I quote in my report. The

. first, dated 21 June 1977, was made by the Council

and concerns Uganda: ‘“The Council agrees to take
steps within the framework of its relations with
Uganda under the Lomé Convention to ensure that

.any assistance given by the Community to Uganda
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does not in any way have as its effect a reinforcement
or prolongation of the denial of basic human rights to
its people.” A short time later, the Commission made
the following statement: ‘As regards the implementa-
tion of cooperation projects laid down in the Conven-
tion of Lomé and the convention that will succeed it,
the Community’s attitude in all the ACP States was
defined by the resolution of the Council of Ministers
of 21 June 1977, which states that in the event of
flagrant violation of human rights the Community will
take any steps necessary to ensure that its aid is actu-
ally used to meet the needs of the recipient popula-
tions and cannot be appropriated for other purposes.’

The principle adopted by the Commission is thus clear-
cut and I heartily approve it. It is quite clear that
Community action should not increase the sufferings
of people subjected to a government which violates
basic liberties. In particular, we feel that food aid
should under no circumstances become a political
weapon. On the other hand, we think it is self-evident
that aid aimed at the population of such countries
should not be misappropriated. In other words it
should not be used to prolong the existence of the
government in question.

However, although this principle is quite clearly stated,
a number of questions arise as to its application The
Lomé Convention stipulates that each recipient coun-
try should itseif draw up an indicative aid programme.
In the case I have just referred to, the Council and the
Commission no longer recognize the right of the
beneficiaries to receive the aid which they feel to be
appropriate. Thus, it must be made clear that, in such
circumstances, the choice can no longer be made by
the beneficiary countries but by the Community.
However, it is not clear who decides whether or not to
grant aid for specific projects and which authority or
institution is accountable for this decision.

Lastly, it is similarly unclear who monitors the use of
aid so that it does in fact benefit the population rather
than the regime. These are several questions which are
not without interest and which we wanted to put to
the Commission and the Council.

The second motion for a resolution on which the
discussion in the Committee on Development and
Cooperation was based dealt with the events leading
up to the fall of Bokassa and subsequent developments
in the situation. After having discussed the matter, the
committee did not endorse the criticisms of the action
undertaken by one of the Community Member States
in Central Africa. On the other hand, the committee
praised the speed with which the Commission drew up
an emergency aid programme after Bokassa’s depar-
ture. It expressed the hope that in this Central African
State genuine democratic procedures would be insti-
tuted as soon as possible with the participation of the
population concerned and that this would be done
without any external military intervention.

These, Mr President, are the views which were
expressed during the Committee on Development and
Cooperation’s discussions, our conclusions and the
proposals that we submit to this House.

President. — I call Mr Cheysson.

Mr Cheysson, Member of the Commission. — (F) Mr
President, it seemed to me natural, as a sign of the
respect the Commission has for Parliament, that we
should reply to the questions put by the rapporteur on
behalf of his committee and its members.

I am very grateful to Mr Jaquet for giving a new
opportunity to the Commission to state its position on
these extremely important problems. As he pointed
out, the remarks made refer to two different subjects.
On events in Central Africa I will be brief, all the more
so since the rapporteur was kind enough in the first
paragraph of his motion for a resolution to make clear
that he was satisfied with the way in which the
Commission acted during Bokassa’s reign. He also at
the end of his motion for a resolution, stated his
approval for the speed with which we intervened. The
fact is that immediately the regime was overturned we
sent a mission to that country. An emergency
programme of 300 000 EUA which Mr Jaquet refers
to in his explanatory statement was approved on 13
November and used in its entirety. We were also able
a few weeks ago to adopt in the indicative programme
for the fourth EDF a new range of emergency
measures for the purchase of spare parts etc. Might [
also remind Parliament on the subject of Central
Africa, Mr President, that the Commission did not
wait for the nine governments of the Member States to
put forward suggestions — they would have been
unable to do this anyway — and that in August 1979,
when the report of the African Committee of Enquiry
was published we immediately and publicly denounced
the atrocities which were thus made public.

Mr President, the main point of this debate, and the
rapporteur agrees with me in this, is what must be our
attitude regarding human rights. In April 1978, we had
a preliminary debate on this subject — this was during
the term of the previous Parliament — at the request
of the European Conservative Group. The Commis-
sion, speaking through me, reminded Parliament at
that time how attached the institutions of the Commu-
nity are to the observance of human rights. I should go
as far as to say that it is one of the basic reasons for
the existence of this Community, both within Europe
and outside Europe. There is no point in reminding
you of the many statements which were made in the
past on Spain under Franco and Greece under the
colonels and which have been made on Chile under
Pinochet and the tragic events in the Lebanon etc.

On all possible occasions, we have made clear our
attachment to this principle.
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Might I also remind the members of this Parliament
that I myself on several occasions have made state-
ments which our various governments considered at
times excessive. Respect for human rights, the deter-
mination that human dignity should be respected
everywhere, obviously also applies to the Third World
and especially for countries with whom we have last-
ing relations. It is in fact one of the prerequisites for
economic development. In any country where the
population is oppressed there is no point in expecting
economic development. But this principle is above all
important per se.

Having said this, let us look a little more closely at the
problem. What are the rights we are talking about?
When we refer to our own countries, to the countries
of Europe, to the countries which may desire to join
the Community, then we are extremely demanding.
We demand that this respect cover all the rights which
exist in a pluralist democracy. However when we
speak of the Third World, this is not what we mean.
What we mean then — and I think I can do no better
than to quote from the United Nations Declaration on
Human Rights of April 1948 — is ‘the inherent dignity
of all the members of the human family’. This is what
we are talking about. We could say that we are talking
about those rights which were referred to by the Pope
just recently in Nairobi and in other countries of
Africa.

Is there any contradiction between our determination
to ask for and to encourage respect for human dignity
and the principle of non-interference which is the basis
of all our relations with the Third World? This is the
question which the rapporteur is quite right to ask. We,
have in fact solemnly promised to respect the complete
independence of the countries of the Third World and
their right to choose their regime. Mr Jaquet calls this
a key principle. He is quite right, but does this prevent
us from dealing with these problems with them and
especially with those countries with which we have the
closest ties. I do not think so. I should equally like to
stress that our partners themselves admit that these
problems must be discussed between us. May I remind
this House that at the meeting of the Joint Committee
which took place in Maseru in December 1977 the
parliamentarians from the ACP countries and Euro-
pean countries were unanimous in paying homage to
the thousands of men, women and children who pay
the price of torture and imprisonment and even sacrif-
ice their lifes for the right to live in freedom. This
resolution was adopted by us all. Our partners accept
that we must discuss these problems together.

Discussing human rights is all very well. But when they
are violated, what must we do? Naturally, we must
reserve the right to denounce such violations publicly
and talk about them whenever they occur. On this
point we are absolutely immovable and I should like to
stress that none of our partners in the ACP countries
were either shocked or surprised at this. On a large

number of occasions we have stated our position
clearly.

When we act, we do not seek to make brilliant,
sermonizing speeches. What we seek is to improve the
situation. In order to improve it, we must carefully
examine for each individual case the reasons which
have led to the violation of human rights. Some of
these are difficult to bear, painful and unfortunately
inevitable. We can see by looking back through our
history, the history of each of our countries, that
whenever there is civil war or revolution there is
unfortunately a period of atrocities.

What we must above all evaluate is what will be effec-
tive with regard to the country in question. On this
subject, I should once more like to stress before
Parliament that what is effective for a country which
has sophisticated economic and social structures may
well not be effective in a country with elementary
structures. If you take a country which is in the depths
of poverty, it is not by breaking off relations with it
that the situation may be improved and that real pres-
sure may be brought to bear on its goverment, but
very much the opposite. Taking this as our basis then,
we must distinguish between different cases and act, as
Mr Jaquet pointed out just now, without heaping new
misery on the sufferings of a people which are already
oppressed, and to do this we must draw distinctions
between various types of aid and ban those which
might — as the Council of Ministers said — help to
reinforce or prolong the denial of basic human rights.
I prefer our own wording. Mr Jaquet pointed out in
his explanatory statement that our wording is different
from that of the Council of Ministers: aid should be
used to meet the needs of the recipient populations
and not to be appropriated for other purposes. This is
our guiding principle. And I take this opportunity to
reaffirm it solemnly once more in this House.

Lastly, Mr President, I should like, by referring to
what was said by the rapporteur and what I have just
said now before this House, to answer three points
which were raised, some of which — and I hope the
honourable Member will excuse me for saying so —
surprise me.

In his report, Mr Jaquet declares his concern at the
‘token’ nature of the statements made when Lomé II
was signed. Naturally, we should have preferred it if
the principles put forward at that time had been
included in the text of the preamble to our Conven-
tion. The Commission was quite insistent in its
requests that this be done, Mr Jaquet. Unfortunately,
the Community as a whole was not quite so explicit.
The Commission insisted upon it but was defeated. I
am sorry this happened and I said so in public.

However, I should like to make clear that had this
been included in the preamble, it would not have had
any absolute legal value, since we do not wish to have
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a system which would automatically entail breaking
off relations, even when we feel that the contract
should continue to be applied. What we wanted and
what we feel to be essential is that the ACP countries
and the Community should work together to define
the goals of our cooperation and the criteria on which
the implementation of this cooperation should be

based.

In this context, I am sure you will recognize that it is
significant that the President of the ACP Council
stated as early as March 1978 that the ultimate goal of
our cooperation was to serve mankind, that when the
Convention was signed the President of the ACP
Council once more referred, on behalf of the whole
group, to the statements of the Commonwealth Prime
Ministers in Lusaka, that he also referred to the state-
ments made at the summit of the Organisation of Afri-
can Unity in Monrovia and thus proclaimed his belief
in human dignity and in man’s intrinsic worth.

It is similarly significant that the President of the
Council of the Community also repeated these
remarks, that the President of the European Parlia-
ment — Madam Veil was present at the meeting —
and I myself echoed these sentiments. So it is that
these principles were clearly expressed together; this is
not to be found in the text of the.Convention but it
was so clearly announced that one may refer to it
without any qualms at all.

In other words, Mr President, what we did under the
terms of Lomé I and what Mr Jaquet just praised,
namely to suspend aid and direct it in strict conformity
with the jointly agreed aims, will be even easier to
accomplish now. There is no question of denying that
this contract is binding, but rather of applying the
contract according to the jointly agreed principles and
within the context of those principles.

Mr Jaquet asked two other questions, to both of which
I shall give the same answer. Who monitors aid, who
decides on it? Well, Mr President, that is the Commis-
sion’s role! The Commission is not merely an adminis-
trative body entrusted with the task of administrative
mangement. It is a political body which is politically
answerable to you. I am responsible and the Commis-
sion is responsible. If Parliament is not satisfied, it
should make its position very clear. I do not mind the
Council giving us further opinions from time to time,
but in this field I would make so bold as to say that we
should not count on the Council to urge us to demand
greater respect of human rights.

Who monitors? We do. How do we do it? First of all,
by controlling the type of measures taken. There are
measures which cannot be ambiguous: food aid
measures, the supply of seeds and the artificial insemi-
nation of cattle. I do not mention these by chance.
These projects and these alone were those which were
recognized and accepted when Uganda was governed
by Idi Amin. Secondly, we control aid via the non-

governmental organizations based in, the country itself.
As you know this is what we do for food aid when we
have some doubts about our partner — Chile is one
example. We have also done this in other cases. In his
report, Mr Jaquet asked a question about the supply of
lorries to Ethopia; we supplied these lorries jointly
with the United Nations programme, American aid
and Swedish aid. But this whole operation is managed
using a separate system and a separate budget which is
submitted to us at regular intervals. The whole
programme is supervised by the United Nations. The
lorries all have United Nations plates. The staff using
the lorries are United Nations staff. This example
answers your query, and there are many others like
this.

However, it is above all in the area of decision making
that I claim the Commission’s right to do what it is
supposed to do, i.e. to intervene quickly should the
need arise. The Council of Ministers adopted a resolu-
tion in June 1977 on Uganda. But we had already been
applying this resolution for ages. Had we not been,
more than two years after the entry irto force of the
Lomé Convention we would have committed much
more than 2% of the indicative programme to
Uganda. On Equatorial Guinea the Council of Minis-
ters never gave us the slightest guideline to follow, but
in Mr Macias’ Guinea we were never able to apply the
indicative programme, except in some minor details,
without the Council of Ministers involving itself.

I shall give a final example, Mr President. On 12 April
there was a coup d’état in Liberia. Less than 48 hours
later, on the 14th, we approached the Liberian autho
rities. In spite of the reassuring reply we received
from them in Monrovia, a few days later, as you all
know, a terrible mass execution was carried out. The
day after that we decided to recall our delegation. If
we had waited for the governments to take this deci-
sion, I think that 1980 would have run its course
before anything was done.

Mr President, the Commission thus purely and simply
claims this responsibility, acts on your behalf and is
answerable to you for what it does and does not do. In
the field of human rights, Parliament’s action is natur-
ally essential since no-one can express better than this
directly elected Parliament the interest and sometimes
even passion, with which the populations of our coun-
tries regard the respect for human rights. This is why I
thank you for this debate.

President. — I call Mr Sarre to speak on behalf of the
Socialist Group.

Mr Sarre. — (F) Mr President, it is revealing to note
that the majority of the Political Affairs Committee
wishes to see paragraph 4 of the motion for a resolu-
tion, the one which refers to the armed intervention in
Central Africa, deleted.
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And yet it would be extremely hypocritical to try to
cover up the circumstances in which the changeover of
regime which recently took place in Bangui was
carried out.

It is quite clear that the domino theory — which was
so dear to Mr Foster Dulles — has left its mark on
people’s memories. Because it is those same people
who for years unflinchingly upheld the bloody regime
of Bokassa and who put his successor in his place.

No one should be allowed to block access to this
information; this is not a discussion for domestic polit-
ical reasons; here we are discussing the policies which
certain Community Member States ‘apply in an ACP
state.

The man destined to become the new President of the
Central African Republic was transported in a French
military plane and backed up by the engagement of
airborne troops in order to ensure military control of
the capital. The new regime in Bangui was set up by
the French Government in total disregard of the right
of the African population to decide for themselves.
The draft report states that this coup had the suppert
of the population! How can they tell? The Central
African people had a strong desire to rid itself of the
tyrant. But might it not have wished to choose his
successor itself?> Are you perhaps forgetting that this
perfectly simple idea is called democracy?

Our Parliament must condemn this new form of
colonialism. The Community could afford to be proud
of its policies if they helped to bring into being rela-
tionships with the countries of the Third World based
on independence and respect for all states. The French
action seriously jeopardizes the image that Commu-
nity policy has in the Third World. This must be said.
Manipulating puppet governments and putting into
power empty figureheads backed up by paratroops
means a return to the worst colonialist policies and
total disregard for the peoples of the Third World; it
is an insult to the whole of the African continent. It is
our duty to state clearly that the values which should
be the foundation of our development and coopera-
tion policy have béen flouted.

What is more the end result is far from being a reas-
suring one. Once in office Bokassa’s successor imme-
diately forbade any form of opposition and placed on
the wanted list the leader of the forces opposed to him.
In short, if I had been able to speak here on 28
September, I should have said that we needed to
change Bokassa to preserve the status quo. When the
report states that ‘the role played by a Member State
in Central Africa requires no further comment’ does it
not err on the side of a cautiousness which is difficult
to accept?

Secondly, the way in which events in Central Africa
developed should lead .us to ask ourselves exactly how
the necessary international aid is granted, and how ties

of cooperation between countries are woven and built
up.

It is not my intention to ask the institutions of the
Community or the Member States to interfere in the
internal affairs of other states. But when crimes,
blatant or continual oppression, lasting violations of
the basic human rights are perpetrated and clearly seen
to be perpetrated by all, do we have any right to keep
silent? Does our silence not make us accomplices?
How can we continue to ignore the facts and carry on
normal relations as if nothing was happening?

We have already followed this path too long. It has led
to our being discredited. When one thinks back to the
coronation of Bokassa or to the sparkling links which
existed between Bangui and Paris, to the brilliance of
the meetings and safaris which took place, the absurd-
ity of the situation vies with the disgust one feels at it.

The European Community should not share this atu-
tude. Aid cannot be maintained when it is clear that it
is being misappropriated for the benefit of a bloodthir-
sty potentate. Events in Central Africa show that it is
no use hiding one’s head in the sand where politics are
concerned. This can only lead to a rude awakening

and to disservice to the peoples with whom we have
links.

Of course the population of the Third World needs
aid from the rich countries. But it is also clear that
they long for dignity! Will the Western powers not
one day understand this fact, they who pretend not o
hear the legitimate demands of the people they are
helping to keep in slavery and oppression, and that by
so doing they facilitate the institution of societies and
regimes which will be the product of all this accumu-
lated hatred? :

If the European Parliament were to adopt the motion
for a resolution put to us today by the Committee on
Development and Cooperation, it would not be living
up to its ambitions as expressed so frequently by so
many Members in this House. We can find a different
kind of policy on aid to developing-countries. The one
which is proposed to us now turns its back on their
real needs. I would ask the Members of the European
Parliament to reject firmly the text tabled by the
Committee on Development and Cooperation.

President. — I call Mr Michel to speak on behalf of
the Group of the European People’s Party (Christian-
Democratic Group).

Mr Michel. — (F) Mr President, ladies and gentle-
men, I think we must ask ourselves why we are hold-
ing this debate today. When we have already twice
before — as the rapporteur reminded us and Mr
Cheysson too — in May and in September 1979 had
an oral question brought before us on this matter. The
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question was tabled at the request and with the
support of the Committee on Development and Coop-
eration concerning massacres in the Central African
Empire.

You will remember that at that time some people
spoke of ‘non-events’ referring to the murder of these
children in Bangui. We had to wait until the African
Committee of Enquiry published its reports, which is a
damning indictment delivered by independent African
magistrates and which showed up the true situation in
all its horror.

But what we feel to be essential, Mr President, is that
we should avoid making this debate on the Central
African problem into solely or even basically a French
matter. As Mr Cheysson just pointed out, this is a
fundamental debate on the respect for human rights,
but it is also — I hope you will not mind me saying
this — a debate on the justification of our cooperation
in the development of a whole range of countries
where the State organizations help to victimize and
exploit their populations by systematically using force,
terror tactics, political assassination, torture, arbitrary
imprisonment and by doing away with people.

Public opinion in all our countries is becoming pain-
fully aware of these problems. Our policies on cooper-
ation sometimes seems, in spite of ourselves, to be a
reprehensible means of support for dictatorships or for
unscrupulous local potentates.

The European public well knows that some aid
projects do not sufficiently benefit populations which
are in need or distress.

Of course, we are also aware — and we stress this
point — that the vast majority of the governments of
developing countries bear no resemblance whatsoever
to those which have become sadly infamous by spilling
the blood of their peoples and denying them freedom,
whether those responsible be called Idi Amin, Bokassa
or Macias Ngnema. We are aware that we must
oppose the growing wave of disenchantment which is
gaining ground amongst our public opinion and that
in order to do this we must provide real guarantees on
how our development aid programmes are managed
and on the way in which food aid is channelled
towards the right destinations.

We must be in a position to guarantee that our coop-
eration programmes are of real benefit to the most
needy sectors of the population in the countries
concerned.

And as Mr Cheysson pointed out, our negotiators did
not succeed in having an explicit reference to human
rights included in the Lomé II Convention.

We should however note, as he did, that all the signa-
tories to the Convention reiterated in the preamble
that the ultimate goal of cooperation between the ACP

countries and the Community is and remains the
improvement of the living conditions of the popula-
tions concerned.

In my opinion, however, it is a pity that, in the
Commission’s own words, flagrant violations of
human rights must be observed before the European
Community may take ‘any steps necessary to ensure
that its aid is actually used to meet the needs of reci-
pient populations and cannot be appropriated for
other purposes’.

I feel that this attitude on the part of the Community
should be the general rule at all times for all develop-
ment cooperation programmes. Naturally, the moni-
toring of aid must not become interference in the
internal affairs of sovereign countries. On the
contrary, it must become a constant and joint evalua-
tion of the effectiveness of our projects as they are
actually carried out, with both partners being equal
and answerable to each other.

I have been entrusted with drawing up, on behalf of
the Committee on Development and Cooperation of
the European Parliament, a report resulting from a
question tabled by Sir Fred Warner, and this means
that we will have an opportunity to come back to this
matter in more detail at a future sitting.

In conclusion, I should like to say on behalf of the
Group of the European People’s Party that we agree
that the Jaquet motion which in any case expresses the
views of the full committee, should be adopted.
Secondly, we insist that the Commission and the
Council of Ministers swiftly implement, in accordance
with the statement of 21 June 1977 on Uganda, clear
measures which lay down that, should basic human
rights be blatantly violated, the Community reserves
the right — as Mr Jaquet stressed in his speech — to
ensure that any aid the Community gives to a country
guilty of such violations will not in any way have as its
effect a reinforcement or prolongation of the denial of
basic human rights to its people. Thirdly, and along
the same lines, we are firmly convinced that, as Mr
Cheysson also stressed, non-governmental organiza-
tions and the different sides of industry in the coun-
tries concerned must be brought in as much as possible
to help in the carrying out of aid and services on the
ground.

My fourth and last point is that if we want to have a
real and definite effect on the advancement of the
populations concerned under the terms of the Lomé 11
Convention, then what I have just said is an essential
and constant prerequisite which must be applied. We
must provide the financial means necessary which are
requested from the Commission so that the latter may
carry out its task, which was explained just now by Mr
Cheysson and to which he laid claim; we must give it
the manpower necessary, and in this respect we are
aware that we are far from having achieved this.
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This is the price we must pay in order to remain credi-
ble in the eyes of European public opinion for any
future programmes we undertake and in order to
foster respect for basic rights for everyone. We must
think of all this, be willing to provide the means to
achieve it and act accordingly.

President. — 1 call Sir Frederick Warner, to speak on
behalf of the European Democratic Group.

Sir Frederick Warner. — Mr President, we should be
grateful to the authors of this resolution for raising
what is a very important matter, that is to say, the rela-
tionship between the exercise of human rights and the
giving of aid by our Community. However, the resolu-
tion does present great difficulties. Frankly, it was
intended largely as a vehicle for a political attack on
one member of this Community, and it cannot be
considered as anything else. As such, I think it is diffi-
cult and indeed wrong for the Committee on Develop-
ment and Cooperation to be asked to express an
opinion on such matters. The Political Affairs
Committee has expressed an opinion on the matter,
and that opinion has been totally disregarded. The
resolution therefore seems to me to be quite unsatis-
factory, and my group will abstain on it when it comes
to the vote.

Having said that, I would just like to comment on the
political aspects. Of course, it is a general principle
subscribed to by all the members of the Community
that outside military forces should not intervene in the
internal affairs of independent countries. That is right.

Indeed, the history of intervention in Africa has not
been a very happy one. We saw what happened in
Uganda. The intervention did get rid of a gross
tyranny, but the present situation is one of disorder,
rapine and great distress for the population. All over
Africa we see the presence of Soviet military advisers
and forces, Cubans, East Germans — I don’t know
what else. That is perhaps a matter to which the Politi-
cal Affairs Committee might address itself on another
occasion. Clearly the effect of having such people
around has had deplorable results in Ethiopia, Somalia
and elsewhere. It is something of which we should be
very much aware.

I would like to turn to the, for me, really interesting
part of the resolution which is the relationship
between human rights and the giving of aid by this
Community. We heard an excellent examination of the
problem from Commissioner Cheysson. I would just
like to say how we in the European Democratic Group
see these matters. First of all there is the establishment
of the fact that human rights are not being respected.
The Commissioner is right in saying that the Commis-
sion has a political function, that they are the ones in
immediate touch and immediate charge and that
therefore they must have the authority to take a deci-

sion and a quick decision. I agree with that. On the
other hand, I do believe that it is very important for
the Commission and for this Parliament that the
Commission’s view should be seen to be backed by us.
We therefore need to be informed instantly when any
situation of this kind arises, so that Parliament can
express a view, so that the Political Affairs Committee
and the Committee on Development and Cooperation
can jointly come to a conclusion that the Commission
is right, and I should be very surprised if any occasion
arose when we did not consider that they were right.

Having established that there is a serious breach of the
exercise of human rights, which calls into question the
right of the oppressing government to receive aid, we
have to define what we are going to do, what aid will
continue and what will not. I agree with the rappor-
teur that it is very difficult to be precise about this, but
I feel that the Commission has established very good
precedents in this field. If I have understood rightly
what they tend to do, it is to interrupt any aid which
can be seen to give prestige, support or encouragement
to that government. That means project aid, develop-
ment aid, where the populace can see what appears to
be an act of faith in the oppressing government, where
docks can be seen to be built, where railways can be
seen to be being constructed or where rural develop-
ment schemes are being undertaken. These are the
things which should be stopped. It is difficult to act
because they are all undertaken under terms of
contract, but insofar as the Commission has powers
they should interrupt the work. Similar considerations
apply in respect of loans, financial grants or any kind
of financial assistance where the government can claim
that it has the financial support of the Community.

Where we should not interrupt our efforts is where the
aid is intended directly for the consumption of the
population; that is to say, food aid, medicines, etc. In
such cases the population cannot be made to suffer for
the omissions or the sins of their government, and in
such cases the Commission, I am sure, will always wish
to continue its efforts. The important thing is that they
should not have direct contact with the local authori-
ties, that they should operate through the non-govern-
mental organizations so that they themselves do not
appear to be supporting the local government. This
system has been applied very wisely and very effec-
tively in Cambodia. It makes control and monitoring
difficult and admittedly there are loopholes and faults
in such a system, but it can be applied and has been
very skillfully applied in the case of Cambodia.

I think that is really all I want to say on this occasion,
other than to appeal to the Commission that we
should, in the future as in the past, always work
together on matters of this kind. The moment that
problems arise I very much hope that the Commission
will immediately be in touch with the Committee on
Development and Cooperation so that we can come to
joint conclusions together.
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1 repeat once more that we shall abstain on this motion
when it comes to the vote.

President. — I call Mr Berkhouwer to speak on
behalf of the Liberal and Democratic Group.

Mr Berkhouwer. — (NL) Mr President, speaking on
behalf of my group on this distressing subject, I
should first of all like to express my support for Mr
Cheysson’s words, which — as usual — I listened to
with great interest and approval. I also entirely agree
with what was said by the spokesmen for the Chris-
tian-Democratic Group and the European Democratic
Group.

What I do not understand, though, is when a rappor-
teur comes from one political group and recommends
us to adopt this resolution, and then someone else,
clearly of a different persuasion, comes from the same
group and advises us to vote against. That is some-
thing that just baffles me for the moment, but perhaps
I shall be enlightened later. As regards Mr Jaquet’s
report and motion for a resolution, I should like to
make the point that both refer only nominally to the
country going under the name of the Central African
Empire, yet another African country which has
recently been liberated from the clutches of a blood-
thirsty tyrant like Macias and Amin — we all know
the names of those who have made their mark on
mankind by misdeeds of unimaginable infamy. As the
German liberal philosopher Karl Jaspers said, we
nowadays have to live — quite literally — with the
world before us. Looking at a map of the enormous
African continent, [ see running right through Africa a
belt of violence and misery comparable with
Cambodia and South-East Asia. In Western Africa
there has been the recent violence in Liberia, and then
from Chad to Djibouti we have an enormous area in
which millions of people are threatened by death from
starvation or disease. A figure as high as 12 million has
even been quoted. That, Mr President, is what my
group and I are concerned about. We wart to do
something definite to help, to go beyond mere words.

Let me repeat that we are not concerned about politi-
cal and military action in a particular state in a particu-
lar area. The only thing my group and I are
concerned about is the unimaginable misery of
millions of people on the very brink of starvation.
While we here in Europe are at a loss to know what to
do with all our surplus food — especially mild and
powdered milk — there are black and yellow-skinned
children in other parts of the world staring starvation
in the face. Mr President, what is going on at the
moment in all those countries — most of which are
associated with us under the Lomé Convention — and
what is going on, for instance, in Somalia, simply
beggars description. Somalia has the highest concen-
tration of refugees: 700000 in refugee camps and
another 800000 spread throughout the country,

making a total of 1%2 million people. Women and chil-
dren are dying by the thousand of starvation and
disease. Bubonic plague, cholera and yellow fever are
now rife in Uganda and northern Kenya, and are
threatening to spread into Somalia. These are all acute
dangers in addition to which, in the north-east of
Uganda — and this House has already adopted a reso-
lution on this subject — 400 000 nomads are threa-
tened with genocide, or are on the brink of death from
starvation, disease and violence. As I said, that was the
subject of a separate resolution.

I fail to understand what the motion for a resolution
has to say about a ‘Community authority’. I was not
one of the authors of the resolution, but surely the
authority responsible for matters such as these is the
Commission, and I believe that Mr Cheysson has
already said as much and that he can only confirm the
fact. This suits me better than the creation of any new
authority; we can only admire the commitment shown
by Mr Cheysson. So I do not think we need any new
authority. One point which I think has been made
fairly unanimously by all the speakers so far is that we
must make sure that the Commission is as well
equipped as possible to fulfil its duties, and that we
should provide it with more staff to enable it to oper-
ate as a permanent aid organization capable of inter-
vening directly in the distribution of food and medi-
cine in all those parts of the world which are depend-
ent on the better-off countries. What, after all, 1s the
essence of the ‘human rights’, which we have been
talking about ever since the French Revolution? Surely
what it amounts to is human dignity. But before we
can concern ourselves with human dignity, people first
of all have a right to live and we have a duty to give
life to those people. As far as my group and I are
concerned, the important thing is that we and the
Commission should provide aid to the people who
need it where they need it from our well-off part of
the world, where our stores are bursting at the seams
with unwanted powdered milk. The really important
thing is to send large amounts of food and medicine
quickly and directly to the starving and sick through-
out the world, and especially in the ‘misery belt’ of
Africa. I am overcome with sadness when 1 think of
our milk lakes and what-have-you, and when I see
that we are incapable of helping the starving black
children in Africa and yellow-skinned children in
India and Cambodia by utilizing, for instance, the
powdered milk we have so much of. Mr President,

. that is what I wanted to say in this debate on behalf of

my Group, and I thank you for giving me this oppor-
tunity.

President. — I call Mr Habsburg.

Mr Habsburg. — (D) Mr President, I should like to
begin by congratulating the rapporteur, Mr Jaquet,
most sincerely on the clear formulation of the princi-
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ples which must dictate the Community’s position
vis-a-vis the signatories to the Lomé Convention. Mr
. Jaquet _rightly points out that it would be wrong to
apply our own standards to these countries, which
have, in the main, only recently emerged inio the
modern world from an early stage in their develop-
ment and which are therefore understandably not in a
position to come to terms entirely with this modern
world either mentally or materially. It is therefore our
job to help them to create a political and economic
infrastructure before we try to impose our own super-
structure on them. The important thing here is to
avoid making unreasonable demands on them and, on
the other hand, avoid playing down the essential
differences between us. That means that we Europeans
must show a firm hand at the same time as adopting a
conciliatory attitude. We need a firm hand because we
must realize that money — particularly in the large
amounts now changing hands as development aid —
can be a very double-edged sword. Money is like rain-
fall is to the agricultural community. It is a blessing
when rain falls in moderate quantities, over a long
period, on to the parched land. But it is disastrous
when it all comes down as a sudden cloudburst. At our
hearing on world hunger in Brussels, the Philippines
Minister of Agriculture, Mr Dancos, rightly stressed
that if we proceed as certain misguided idealists want
us to and suddenly increase our aid to the developing
countries to the figure we ourselves have laid down —
0-7% of our gross national product — the countries
receiving the money would be totally incapable of
using it to any good purpose. This just illustrates why
it is so wrong to proceed from purely theoretical
knowledge and to try to impose this theoretical know-
ledge in practical conditions. I think most damage has
been done here by recent reports which the press has
splashed around with great gusto. They have in effect
created a level of expectations which we cannot real-
istically achieve. The result will be growing tension,
which will help neither side, because poor people are
not helped by placing unrealistic demands on the more
prosperous peoples.

Our aim is not so much to redistribute the existing
cake as to create something which will safeguard the
prosperity of Europe at the same time as ensuring that
the disparity between poor and rich in the developing
countries is reduced, or at least does not increase.
That is the great achievement of the Lomé Conven-
tion; after all, it is not in our interests to make the
developing countries permanent recipients of welfare
— we must enable them to raise their standard of
living by their own efforts while retaining their self-
respect. The Lomé Convention will then generate the
equal partnership which must be the aim of our policy.
Our response to the question of human rights must be
both energetic and patient. It must be energetic
because we do our image great harm — and lay
ourselves open to charges of double morality — by
condemning racism in one case and keeping quiet in
others. It must be patierit because we simply must real-
ize that the developing peoples are still different from

us and may therefore adopt an attitude in certain cases
which is not to our liking — indeed, which may shock
us. Our job here must be to prepare the way for a slow
but profound change, and— taken in its true sense —
the Lomé Convention is a good means of achieving
this provided we do not allow it to fall into the hands
of ideologists and romantics. Let us be objective here
and acknowledge that the policy pursued by the
French Government in Africa has done a lot to
prepare the way for cooperation between a free Africa
and our Europe on an equal basis. Let us stress too
that it was General De Gaulle, more than anyone else,
who was the pioneer in this respect and who managed
to ensure that the process of decolonization in French
Black Africa proceeded more or less harmoniously. I
must unfortunately reject certain parts of the report
which, in my opinion, do not do sufficient justice to

the role played by France. For instance, the explana-

tory statement claims that the French Government’s
connections with the Bokassa regime were the main
cause of the maintenance of that dictator in power.
The rapporteur unfortunately seems to have over-
looked France’s real attitude to Central Africa. All the
African states, including the Organization of African
Unity, recognized the Bokassa regime to the very last.
If France had indeed broken with Bokassa, there
would have been an enormous outcry throughout the
world, and Paris would have been accused of
neo-colonialism. As a former colonial power, France
had to steer an extremely cautious course and, gener-
ally speaking, do nothing that could in any way be
regarded as interfering in the internal affairs of
Central Africa. Any blame here should be laid exclu-
sively at the door of the Member States of the Organi-

- zation of African Unity.

Point 17 of the explanatory statement seems to suggest

that the African Committee of Enquiry forced the

French Government to change its policy of support for

the Bokassa regime. This may not be what the author

had intended, and indeed, the facts do not support the

allegation. France was earlier than all the African

States in toning down its support for Bokassa, and it’
was Paris which did the diplomatic groundwork for

the setting-up of the Committee of Enquiry in the first

place.

I very much welcome the rapporteur’s assertion that
the bulk of the population of the Central African
Republic welcomed the intervention of the French
troops, and rightly so, as the French alone were
responsible for preventing the threatened blood-bath.
Nor should we forget that the French intervened at
the request of leading personalities in the country, not
least the then President David Dakko, who was the
last freely-elected President of the Republic and who
therefore personified the republican legitimacy of
Central Africa, contrary to what was claimed by Mr
Sarre.

Point 18 of the explanatory statement says that it is
now time French troops were withdrawn from the
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country. I should like to point out that the current
agreement between France and the Central African
Republic states clearly that the French will withdraw
their troops when the legitimate government of
Central Africa requires them to do so. Anyone who is
aware of the extremely dangerous situation in which
the Republic finds itself at the moment will realize
why this has not yet been done. It is therefore not up
to us to tell the authorities in Central Africa what to
do. They know best what is right for their country.

The call — in the explanatory’statement to the motion
~ for a resolution — for Parliament to deplore the role
played by France is, in my opinion, unreasonable in
the light of current realities. On the contrary, the
Community should be grateful to the French for
saving the lives of thousands of people by their action.
France has thus demonstrated genuine political soli-
darity with its erstwhile protectorate, and has made a
major contribution towards genuine expectations of a
move towards liberty and democracy in an important
part of Africa.

(Applause)
President. — I call Mr Jaquet.

Mr Jaquet, rapporteur. — (F) Mr President, I shall
simply make a few remarks. Just now Mr Georges
Sarre expressed his regret that the Committee did not
see fit to keep in its text a paragraph he had proposed
and which was critical of a government of 2 Member
State of the Community. I should simply like to point
out that the Committee replaced this paragraph by
another which concerns the future — an aspect not
devoid of interest and importance — and which is
extremely significant when read carefully. I should like
to re-read it now:

wishes to see genuine democratic procedures instituted as
soon as possible with the participation of the population
concerned and without any external military intervention.

I believe that this paragraph is extremely significant
and it obviously applies to the Central African
Republic.

Mr Michel was insistent in his speech that aid to the
populations — and I emphasize to the populations — in
countries where human rights are disregarded should
not be misappropriated — and I emphasize again
should not be misappropriated. This is a matter of
extreme importance and I give my wholehearted
approval to these words.

I should like to finish my very short speech by replying
to Mr Cheysson. In his speech just now, Mr Cheysson
told us that we had put two questions to him. Who
decides on aid and who monitors aid to populations
when this aid goes to countries where human rights
are disregarded? Mr Cheysson gave us a very clear

.

reply: ‘the Commission’. Well I should like to say here
and now that I wholeheartedly approve his statement
but that, this being so, I would urge the Commission
to be on its guard at all times.

President. — The debate is closed. The motion for a
resolution will be put to the vote at the next voting
time.

7. Provisional twelfths for Parliament’s expenditure

President. — The next item is the report without
debate (Doc. 1-255/80), drawn up by Mr Robert
Jackson on behalf of the Committee on Budgets, in
application of Article 204 of the EEC Treaty and Arti-
cle 8 of the Financial Regulation authorizing further
provisional twelfths for Section I (Parliament) of the
general budget of the European Community

I note that no one wishes to speak.

The motion for a resolution will be put to the vote at
the next voting time.

8. Common organization of the market in oils and fats

President. — The next item is the report (Doc.
1-225/80), drawn up by Mr Jiirgens on behalf of the
Committee on Agriculture, on the

proposal from the Commission to the Council (Doc.
1-837/79) for a regulation amending Regulation No 136/
66/EEC on the establishment of a common organization
of the market in oils and fats and supplementing Regula-
tion (EEC) No 1360/78 on producer groups and associa-
tions thereof.

I call Mr Jiirgens.

Mr. Jiirgens, rapporteur. — (D) Mr President, ladies
and gentlemen, my report is submitted in the form of a
motion for a resolution. The Commission proposal is
designed to introduce a number of essentially technical
amendments to the system of production and
consumption aid in the olive oil sector provided for by
the basic Regulation No 136/66. These amendments
are intended mainly to improve the operation of the
system. As you have the report before you, I shall
simply summarize it under five headings.

Firstly, the management of producer aid is to be trans-
ferred from individual producer groups to their asso-
ciations. The point of this is to prevent excessive
dispersal of activity and to make the task of manage-
ment and control easier, in view of the fact that in the
major producer country, Italy, there are only four
such associations, but hundreds of producer groups.
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Secondly, it is intended to prevent olive oil producers
who do not market what they produce from being
completely excluded from the aid, since they are
unable to join a producer group. It is proposed that
they should be allowed to join the associations on a
direct basis. As an exception to the general rule, the
latter would thus comprise recognised producer
groups and, where necessary, individual growers
whose production is intended primarily for their own
consumption.

Thirdly, it is now stipulated that the expenditure
incurred by the associations in connection with their
task of verifying production potential and yields
should be financed from a levy on the production aid.
This system, which was applied in respect of producer
groups during the last 2 marketing years, is thus now
confirmed.

Fourthly, as with production aid, the Commission
wishes to rationalize the management of consumption
aid, which is granted to family undertakings which can
or bottle olive oil. The proposal thus provides for the
aid to be granted to recognized trade organizations,
which are responsible for preparing applications,
carrying out controls and allocating the aid among the
undertakings represented by them. The expenditure
incurred by the organizations in carrying out these
duties is to be financed by a levy on the aid.

Fifthly, and finally, it is proposed to include associa-
tions in the olive oil sectors which operate in France
among the beneficiaries of the Community aid granted
to producer groups and associations thereof under
Regulation No 1360/78, from which they were
previously excluded.

It is evident from these five points that these proposals,
which are based on experience of the operation of the
system since it was introduced, are — generally speak-
ing — designed to simplify and rationalize it. I believe
that a majority of the Committee on Agriculture
recommends adoption of this resolution by Parlia-
ment, particularly as the proposed measures will have
no financial implications for the Community budget. I
would therefore ask Parliament to approve the

Commission’s amended proposal in accordance with'

the Committee on Agriculture’s proposal based on this
report. The committee also calls on the Commission to
submit an annual report to the European Parliament
and the Council on the granting of consumption aid.

(Applanse)

President. — I call Mr Curry to speak on behalf of
the European Democratic Group.

Mr Curry. — Mr President, I don’t wish to call into
question the measures which are proposed in this
report on olive oil, which are, as the rapporteur has

said, technical in nature. What I do wish to do is to
draw attention to the severe imminent crisis facing the
Community in the olive oil sector as a whole because,
when [ see the sort of measures which have been
proposed m this document, I am reminded irresistibly
of a gentleman who spent his time rearranging the
deckchairs on the Titanic shortly after it had hit the
iceberg. The problem is that olive oil is governed by
three mechanisms: an intervention mechanism, a prod-
uction aid and an aid to consumption. This doesn’t
alter the fact that consumption of olive oil is
steadily declining and we are faced with the prospect
of a steadily rising volume of production consequent
in particular upon enlargement of the Community.
Already, olive oil represents only 0-8 % of agricul-
tural output in the Community and is absorbing 4 %
of the agricultural budget. It is a very imprecise sector
— we don’t know exactly who owns the trees, we
don’t know how many trees there are, we don’t know
how many dependents live off those olive trees and we
are not clear as to the patterns of population growth in
the areas where olives are produced.

The point I wish to make is that here, and we have
recognized this quite clearly in my group, is a very
clear case where agricultural policy is being asked to
undertake purely social functions. There are more
olive-oil producers in the Community than dairy farm-
ers and of course these are concentrated in Italy. Now,
we have nothing other than sympathy for farmers in
Iraly who are producing on a few arid hillside acres
which preclude either mechanization or irrigation, but
this is an area where the Community should be step-
ping in with a social policy rather than burdening with
entirely social preoccupations a policy which ought to
be one of food production.

Now what is worrying is that there is absolutely no
evidence that people are seriously thinking about what
is going to happen in this sector. Commissioner Natali
produced a document on enlargement in which he was
very alarming about the whole olive oil question. He
said that there could well be a charge to the Commu-
nity budget of £1 billion a year after full Spanish
entry and suggested a tax on oils and fats to recover
some of that amount. The Commission, quite rightly
in my opinion, did not like this idea and it has now
shunted it off to the Council where no decision has
been taken.

But equally there is no alternative idea being produced
because Commissioner Natali himself has dismissed
any idea of grubbing up, of doing anything which
might dislocate the social and economic pattern in the
region and one can understand why he has done this.
However, we are left with a total paralytic immobility
which suggests that here we are drifting towards a
great new crisis. Now it is curious that, when at last in
this Community, people are actually talking about
reform of the agricultural policy and the pack-ice is
actually breaking around the agriculwural policy, here
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we are moving helplessly towards a situation of severe
crisis.

I would therefore like to take advantage of this debate
to point out that we are very much aware of this crisis,
that we are very dissatisfied with the very inadequate
response made to it and that we hope that some
concrete ideas are going to come out of the Commis-
sion and out of the Council towards tackling the crisis
before it reaches the scale of abuse with which we have
already become familiar in too many other agriculwral
sectors.

President. — I call Mr Fernandez.

Mr Fernandez. — (F) Mr President, the report
submitted by Mr Jiirgens contains a number of fairly
positive aspects on a very important subject, and it is
clear that the problem of fats and olive oil has today
reached a worrying stage.

What is happening? As a result of aids for production
and consumption within the Community, we manage
to maintain a relation between consumption and prod-
uction which just about gives the producers a living
wage. This is a fact. Thus the case of the small produ-
cers is important, and even more so since the enlarge-
ment of the Community, in particular to include
Spain, would have extremely serious consequences for.
them and for overall olive oil production, and this
would be true in particular for French olive oil prod-
uction and ultimately for Spanish olive oil production
as well.

If the Community were enlarged, a suggestion which
the French Communists and their allies categorically
refuse, the Spanish system would be dismantled. Prod-
ucer prices in Spain would be raised to the level of
prices in the Community now, and at the same time
Spanish import quotas would be abolished and this
would mean, just as is now the case in Europe, that
vegetable fats would enter Spain without levy.

This would almost automatically lead to the collapse
of olive oil consumption because of both the increased
price in Spain and the additional influx of vegetable
fats, in particular from America. Simultaneously,
production would tend to increase as a result of the
higher producer prices and, of course, Mr Mehaig-
nerie and Mr Gundelach would say that in this case

the producers who produce surpluses would have to
foor the bill.

What we cannot accept today we will not be able to
accept tomorrow. The customs duties which were
fixed in the GATT agreement must be dismantled, but
we must also and above all categorically refuse the
enlargement of the Common Market in particular to
include Spain.

What people will seek to do to rectify this situation
will be to reduce production by grubbing up olive trees
and by reducing support for French olive oil produc-
tion for example. It is a shameful policy calculated to
achieve the enlargement of the Community by grub-
bing up vines and olive trees in the South of France.
This is a scorched earth policy which the French
Communists and Allies will never accept because it will
mean the end of our regions. Naturally, Mr Jiirgens’
report did not touch on this problem, but I feel it is
essential to stress its vital importance. I hope Mr
Jiirgens will not take offence at this. On other matters,
the French Communist and Allies Group will not
oppose his report.

v

President. — The debate is closed. The motion for a
resolution will be put to the vote at the next voting
time.

9. Common organization of the market in products
processed from fruit and vegetables

President. — The next item is the report (Doc.
1-226/80), drawn up by Mr Caillavet on behalf of the
Committee on Agriculture, on the

proposal from the Commission to the Council (Doc.
1-56/80) for a regulation amending Regulation (EEC)
No 516/77 on the common organization of the market in
products processed from fruit and vegetables and amend-
ing Regulation (EEC) No950/68 on the Common
Customs Tariff.

I call Mr Caillavet.

Mr Caillavet, rapporteur. — (F) Mr President, this
report is a technical report which was unanimously
approved by the Committee on Agriculture. I wish to
give you a brief outline of it.

At the moment, with regard to products processed
from fruit and vegetables, I would remind you that the
regulation lays down a frontier trading system and a

- processing premium covering peaches, Williams pears,

peeled tomatoes, tomato concentrates, prunes and,
from the 1980/1981 marketing year, cherries.

The proposal for a regulation submitted by the
Commission deals exclusively with the frontier trading
system; it does not concern the processing premium.
Basically, this proposal deals with apricot, pineapple
and grape pulps. ‘

Until now, that is, unti! the Court of Justice’s decision,
ladies and gentlemen, a customs duty and a levy on
added sugar were charged on processed products, the
levy being more or less based on 'the difference
between the threshold price and a cif price for white
sugar.
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Subsequently, however, and in addition to the judg-
ment passed by the Court of Justice, the GATT took
another decision in Tokyo which compels us to accept
the Commission’s proposal. It is obvious that fruits,
and pulps, in particular, contain sugar and when the
average sugar content increases, the levy has to
be automatic. The standard sugar content for apricot
pulps has therefore been fixed at 9 % and that for
bananas, pineapples and grapes at 13 %. But this led
to a confusion between the judgment passed by
the Court of Justice and the GATT proposal,
since the more sunshine there was, the more the
sugar content of the fruits increased and the higher
the levies, on fruit-tree produce became. This is why,
since the GATT decided in Tokyo to apply a 2 % ad
valorem duty to all pulp-like raw materials, the
Commission has had to envisage mcreasmg the sugar
content standard, precisely to avoid having jam manu-
facturers and consumers pay the new customs duty
levy. Accordingly, the duty on average content has
been increased from 9 % to 16 % for apricot pulps
and from 13 % to 22 % for pineapple, banana and
grape pulps. Under such circumstances, the Commit-
tee on Agriculture, after examining with its rapporteur
the Commission’s proposal, considered it both realistic
and equitable. This is why it unanimously requests
Parliament to endorse its decision.

President. — I call Mr Dalsass to speak on behalf of
the Group of the European People’s Party (Christian-
Democratic Group).

Mr Dalsass. — (D) Mr President, ladies and gentle-
men, the rapporteur has already said that the report is
a technical one and has already been approved unani-
mously by the Committee on Agriculture, which has
recommended that Parliament should adopt it. I
should nonetheless like to make a few brief comments
on behalf of the Group of the European People’s
Party.

This regulation — or rather its amended version —
will restore order where order is sorely needed. I
would take this opportunity to stress that the Commis-
sion proposal is highly commendable, since, from the
agricultural viewpoint, it may be said that this measure
was not taken for the benefit of agriculture alone, but
that it will also benefit industry and, in particular,
consumers, because no levies will be applied. The
regulation is therefore being amended primarily in the
interests of the preserves industry and also of consu-
mers. This point needs to the emphasized, otherwise
agriculture will be blamed for everything. The Euro-
pean People’s Party is very much in favour of this
report and can only recommend that Parllament
should approve it.

(Applause)

President. — I call Mr Martin to speak on behalf of
the Communist and Allies Group.

Mr Martin. — (F) Mr President, it is obviously not
possible here to talk about fruits and vegetables with-
out taking into consideration’ what is happening at
present at the Spanish border.

On Monday, Languedoc and Roussillon farmers inter-
cepted and destroyed trucks carrying fruits and vege-
tables from Spain. Other demonstrations staged by
farmers took place in the department of Bouches-du-
Rhéne where a goods train from Spain was blocked at
Tarascon. Tonnes of peaches, plums and other types
of fruit were thrown on the ground. Similar demon-
strations took place in Brittany. We can hardly
forget ...

(Interruption by Mr Caillavet)

.. Mr Caillavet, I had the courtesy to listen to you
with patience, you should at least have the same cour-
tesy, the same good manners. I thought people still
had some sense of courtesy in this House.

Consequently, we cannot forget the root causes of this
legitimate discontent, just as we cannot forget those
who are actually responsible for the situation that has
arisen. I should say here that the causes of the tensions
at the Spanish border and the demonstrations of anger
by French farmers reside in the attitude of the French
Government and of the authorities of the European
Economic Community. The fuse that set fire to the -
Spanish trucks and caused the explosions of despair
that went off recently and that can still go off again at
any moment was laid by the anti-farming policy of the
French Government and the European Community
authorities. No other person is responsible. Today, we
have to consider the French Catalan and Languedoc
regions, which are among the largest producers of
fruit-and vegetables, as scenes of the tragedy of farm-
ers in general, and of market gardeners and horticul-
turists in particular. Those responsible for this tragedy
are you, the authorities of the Commission, of the
governments of the Nine and of the French Govern-
ment in particular who, for several years now, have
been organizing a drop in the farmers’ income by not
having the Community preference implemented and
by giving a free reign to imports and authorizing
speculation by big business. The responsibility is yours!
That is the truth!

Last year, the Ministers of Agriculture of the Nine
came to Perpignan in Roussillon. The outcome of this
visit is that the situation of producers of fruits and
vegetables in the French Catalan region and elsewhere
has worsened. This cannot continue. This cannot
continue when millions of people in France, as in the
other countries of the Community, are compelled to
cut down, especially on food whereas producers are
forced to go bankrupt and to destroy their own prod-
uce. We can thus clearly see who is responsible for the
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violence and the destruction of fruit and vegetables.
The authorities responsible for this are the same
authorities who are responsible for the low income of
farmers and for the daily difficulties of families. In
France, Messrs Barre and Mehaignerie have, for
several weeks now, been refusing to pay heed to the
justified request made by fruit and vegetables produ-
cers that fruit and vegetables that are not supplemen-
tary to the national produce should not be allowed
entry into France. This is because the principle of
Community preference is flouted. Yet the implementa-
tion of this principle was intended to give French
producers priority in selling their fruit and vegetables
on a market where, within the Government of my
country and in Brussels, there aim today is to cut
prices without the cuts being passed on to the consu-
mers. It is the profiteers of big business and specu-
lation who pocket the profits whereas the housewife’s
shopping basket continues to remain poorly stocked.
In fact, what we observe today is that an ominous
spectre is hanging over French fruit and vegetable
producers. The serious consequences of these Spanish
imports are a pointer to what will happen tomorrow
when the Community is extended to Spain in particu-
lar, and you know this very well, Mr Caillavet. This
enlargement will not be beneficial to Spanish produ-
cers either as their production too will have to be
restructured to the detriment, as in France, of small
farmers.

This is why I wish to reiterate our position. We French
Communists do not speak that ‘variable geometry’
language which changes time, place and circum-
stances, such as that of some people — well known in
this House — like Mr Sutra, for instance, and others
who say ‘no’ to enlargement in Languedoc-Roussillon,
‘no’ or ‘yes’ perhaps elsewhere and ‘yes’ as it happened
a few days ago at a meeting with the Cortes here in
Strasbourg itself. As far as we are concerned, we shall
not accept enlargement. Our ‘no’ to this misguided
move is categorical, final and even defiant.

With regard to your report, Mr Caillavet, I should
point out that, whatever you say, the proposed system
of increasing percentages and measuring the maximum
sugar content cannot but promote industrialists’ fraud-
ulent practices which consist, when the world market
prices are sufficiently attractive, in importing sugar
free of levies while farmers bear the costs resulting
from exports of the Community’s production. Conse-
quently we shall vote against your report.

President. — I cal Mr Caillavet.

Mr Caillavet, rapporteur. — (F) 1 have to tell Mr
Martin that with 27 years of parliamentary experience,
I have always been polite. When I was a minister in
France, I even received and courteously welcomed
members of his party.

However that may be, Mr Martin, ladies and gentle-
men, [ am responsible for a report. It is a report on a

specific subject and I am dealing with it at the techni-
cal level. It is not possible here in a specialized report
to depart from the topic and start discussing the
general agricultural policy. That is another debate for
which I am ready. Last year, while I was Chairman of
the Committee on Agriculture, I organized a round-
table conference at Echternach. Some of your friends
attended it and we arrived at useful conclusions. In
political terms, therefore, we must only pass judgment
on this report.

But here, Mr Martin, I do not have to judge the
French Government even though in France I am in
constructive opposition. Here, I am an MP elected at
the European level. I judge the Commission, 1 judge
the Council of Ministers. By trying to go beyond our
limits in all discussions, we are bringing the European
Parliament into disrepute and impairing its political
authority. Furthermore, with regard to the judgment
passed by the Court of Justice and the decision taken
by GATT, there was some opposition, some contra-
diction. The Commission suggested a measure and a
procedure which the Committee on Agriculture
deemed appropriate. I repeat, Mr Martin, that the
Committee’s decision to approve this report was unan-
imous.

(Applause)

President. — The debate is closed. The motion for a
resolution wiil be put to the vote at the next voting
time.

'

10. Common organization of the market in wine

President. — The next item is the report (Doc.
1-277/80), drawn up by Mr Dalsass on behalf of the
Commiuee on Agriculwre, on the

proposal from the Commission to the Council (Doc.
1-158/80) for a regulation amending Regulation (EEC)
No 337/79 on the common organization of the market in
wine.

I call Mr Dalsass.

Mr Dalsass, rapporteur. — (D) Mr President, the
Community of Nine will soon be a Community of
Ten, and that is the reason for the proposed modifi-
cation of the common organization of the market in
wine. The forthcoming accession of Greece to the
European Economic Community means that Commu-
nity legislation needs to be adapted straight away to
take account of this new state of affairs. The aim of
this proposal for a regulation is to make the necessary
adjustments.

Greece produces resinated wines — or retsina —
whose distinctive taste is achieved by the addition of
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Aleppo pine resin. Naturally, Greece wants to be able
to continue this practice after it joins the Community.
" Thus, to ensure that Greek wines are in a position to
compete on an equal footing with the other Commu-
nity wines, Regulation No 337/79 on the common
organization of the market in wine needs to be
amended in the following areas.

In order to adjust the wine-growing potential to
market requirements, planting and replanting are
monitored on the basis of a communication submitted
by the Member States to the Commission containing a
statement of the area under vines in their national
territory. These statements are drawn up in the
Federal Republic of Germany by wine-growing
region, in France by department, in Italy by province,
and in the other Member States for the entire national
territory.

In the case of Greece — and this is the reason for the
proposed amendment — this statement will be drawn
up by nomos, a nomos being an administrative unit
comparable to the French ‘département’. The proposal
for a regulation complements Article 43 of Regulation
No 337/79 concerning coupage — that is the second
amendment. This article prohibits coupage between
wines of different types. Consequently, the coupage of
a ‘retsina’ wine with a wine to which Aleppo pine resin
has not been added is prohibited. The same applies to
musts. Thus, the wines produced by traditional meth-
ods in the Community of the, Nine will be protected.
In addition, the use of Aleppo pine resin to produce
wines of the retsina type is authorized only in the
geographical territory of the Hellenic Republic, thus
affording protection both to Greece and to the
Community consumer.

It should be pointed out that the second indent of
Article 1 (3) of the proposal for a regulation sets out
the provisions of Greek legislation as regards the addi-
tion of Aleppo pine resin to grape must.

I therefore feel that the Commission’s proposal can
only be welcomed and ought to be approved since,
without affecting the traditional methods of produc-
tion in the Community of the Nine, it will protect
Greek winegrowers and Community consumers
against fraudulent practices, while at the same time
allowing Greece to continue a wine-making tradition
which will serve to enrich the Community’s oenologi-
cal heritage. I therefore call upon Parliament to
approve this proposal to amend the regulation.

President. — I call Mr Almirante.

Mr Almirante. — (I)I do not wish to speak because I
agree with the report.

President. — The debate is closed. The motion for a
resolution will be put to the vote at the next voting
time.

The proceedings will now be suspended until 3 p.m.
The House will rise.

(The sitting was suspended at 1 p.m. and resumed at 3
p.m.)

IN THE CHAIR: MR JAQUET
Vice-President

President. — The sitting is resumed.

11. Votes

President. — The next item is the vote on the
motions for resolutions on which the debate has been
closed.

We shall begin with the motion for a resolution
contained in the report (Doc. 1-78/80) by Mrs Dekker
and others: Position of women in the Community.
(Parliament adopted the first four recitals of the pream-
ble)

On the fifth recital of the preamble, Mrs Roudy and
others have tabled Amendment No 17 seeking to
reword the recital as follows:

Whereas the European Parliament has decided! to set up
an Ad Hoc Committee on Women’s Rights whose task it
will be, in cooperation with the Commission and drawing
on a report by the Commission setting out the basic prin-
ciples, to prepare a parliamentary debate to be held in
December 1980 (rest unchanged).

What is the rapporteur’s position?

Mrs Dekker, rapportenr. — (NL) Mr President, I
welcome this amendment because in the meantime the
task of the ad hoc committee has in fact changed.
(Parliament adopted Amendment No 17 and then the
Sfifth recital of the preamble thus amended)

Presideni. — On the sixth recital of the preamble,
Mrs Lenz and others on behalf of the Group of the
European People’s Party (CD Group) have tabled

1 OJ C 289 of 19 November 1979, p. 57
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Amendment No 7 seeking to reword the recital as
follows: -

(
Expressly makes known its wish for a delegation from the
European Parliament to take part in this second United
Nations World Conference on the position of women in
Copenhagen and requests the President of the European
Parliament to lead the delegation personally.

What is the rapporteur’s position?

Mrs Dekker, rapporteur. — (NL) I myself would
vote in favour of the President’s being part of the
Parliament delegation for Copenhagen. I shall let the
House decide.

(Parliament adopted Amendment No 7)

President. — On the seventh recital of the preamble,
Mrs Lenz and others on behalf of the Group of the
European People’s Party (CD Group) have tabled
Amendment No 8 seeking to reword the recital as
follows:

Concerned that the directives submitted by the European
Community since 1975 should be implemented in the
Member States. '

What is the rapporteur’s position?

Mrs Dekker, rapporteur. — (NL) Mr President, I
have no objection to this addition if it does not replace
the seventh recital but adds to it.

President. — I call Mrs Lenz.

Mrs Lenz. — (D) Iagree to that.

(Parliament adopted successively Amendment No 8 in its
modified form, the seventh recital thus amended and the
eighth recital) ’

President. — Mrs De March and others have tabled
Amendment No 20 seeking to insert three new para-
graphs before paragraph 1:

la. Notes that in recent years no tangible improvement
has been made in the situation of women in Europe
which remains characterized by discrimination, unem-
ployment, inequality and even poverty;

1b. Fears that the crisis affecting the countries of the
Community is being used as a pretext for stagnation
and regression in the position of women:
This regression may be seen clearly today in the
‘spheres of employment, access to activity in the
chosen occupation, education, health and family poli-
cies. This regression will be aggravated by the pursuit
of the policy of integration and enlargement of the
EEC;

1c. Notes the extent to which the policy of tension and
the arms race pursued by the EEC runs counter to the
desire of the women of Europe for peace and
dialogue.

What is the rapporteur’s position?

Mrs Dekker, rapporteur. — (NL) 1 am against the
amendment, Mr President.

President. — I call Mrs Squarcialupi.

Mrs Squarcialupi. — (I) Mr President, I should like
to ask the authors of this amendment to delete the
words pursued by the EEC from the last part. I do not
think it is the EEC as such which is pursuing the arms
race. If anything, this remark applies to the Member
States of the EEC. If the authors are ready to delete
these words, I request that the first three paragraphs
be voted on separately from the fourth one. It will be
perfectly obvious that the policy of tension and the
arms race run counter to the desire of the women of
Europe for peace and dialogue.

(Parliament rejected successively the three paragraphs
which Amendment No 20 sought to insert and adopted
paragraph 1)

President. — I have two amendments on paragraph 2:

— Amendment No 9, tabled by Mrs Lenz and others
on behalf of the Group of the European People’s
Party (CD Group), seeking to reword the para-
graph as follows:

Notes that the Copenhagen Conference will examine to
what extent the abovementioned demands regarding in
particular health care, training and employment have been
met and that an action plan for the second half of the
Decade for Women will then be submitted to the Confer-
ence for approval;

— Amendment No 21, tabled by Mrs De March and
others, seeking to reword the paragraph as follows:

Notes that the follow-up conference in Copenhagen in
1980 will not only review the attainment of these objec-
tives but will be used mainly to prepare concrete measures
to improve the situation of women with'regard to training
and employment and to social protection and health care.

The two amendments are mutually exclusive.

What is the rapporteur’s position?
PP p

Mrs Dekker, rapporteur. — (NL) Mr President, this
is a minor alteration to the text of the motion for a
resolution which we tabled. In certain respects I find it
limiting because all the attention is concentrated on

health, training and employment and not on the rest of

Ty
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the proposals which are to be considered in Copen-
hagen. The translation could have something to do
with this. I would prefer the original wording but I am
not against this amendment.

(Parliament adopted Amendment No 9, which meant
that Amendment No 21 fell)

President. — [ have two amendments on paragraph 3:

— Amendment No 10, tabled by Mrs Lenz and others
on behalf of the Group of the European People’s
Party (CD Group), seeking to reword the para-
graph as follows:

Points out that the draft action plan for the second half of
the Women’s Decade (UN-Doc. A/Conf. 94/22 No
80-12383), which calls for an end to political, ‘cultural,
social, economic and legal discrimination, contains many
elements important to the Committee on Social Affairs
and Employment and many other EP committees since
there are still cases of considerable discrimination in
employment and training in the Member States;

— Amendment No 22, tabled by Mrs De March and
others, seeking to reword the paragraph as follows:

Draws attention to the fact that apart from these demands
relating to training and employment, which are of parti-
cular importance for'the Committee on Social Affairs and
Employment, there is also considerable discrimination in
the legal, educational, health and social security systerhs,
the elimination of which must also be vigorously pursued.

The two amendments are mutually exclusive.

What is the rapporteur’s position?

Mrs Dekker, rapporteur. — (NL) With regard to
Amendment No 10, Mr President, I should like to ask
the authors to delete the last sentence from the words
in employment and training. These words excessively
restrict the areas where there is still a great deal to be
done with regard to discrimination. I should like to
ask Mrs Lenz and the other authors if they would
agree to this change. If they do, I can accept the
amendment. ‘

President. — Amendments cannot normally be
changed in-this way. I shall, however, ask the authors
of this amendment.

I call Mrs Lenz.
Mrs Lenz. — (D) Mr President, we agree to the
deletion of the words in employment and training.

(Parliament adopted Amendment No 10 thus amended,
which meant that Amendment No 22 fell)

President. — I have two amendments on paragraph 4:

— Amendment No 23, tabled by Mrs De March and
others, seeking to replace the paragraph by the
following three paragraphs:

4. Regrets that despite the objectives of the 1975 Confer-
ence, the social situation of women in the Member
States of the EEC has subsequently deteriorated;

4a. Notes that the various restructuring plans imple-
mented by the Community (particularly in the textile
industry) have seriously impaired the position of
women in Europe;

4b. Fears that the future enlargement of the EEC to
include three new countries will further accentuate the
social inequalities borne by women in the Member
States.

— Amendment No 11, tabled by Mrs Lenz and others
on behalf of the Group of the European People’s
Party (CD Group), seeking to reword the para-
graph as follows:

.. .. are still not satisfactory.
The two amendments are mutually exclusive.

What is the rapporteur’s position?

Mrss Dekker, rapporteur. — (NL) Mr President, I
cannot support Amendment No 23. The idea
expressed in paragraph 4b in particular is already in
the motion for a resolution, where it is phrased in
more neutral terms.

(Parliament rejected Amendment No 23 and adopted
successively Amendment No 11, paragraph 4 thus
amended and paragraph 5)

President. — On paragraph 6, Mrs Roudy and others
have tabled Amendment No 18 seeking to add the
following at the end of the paragraph:

....and requests in this connection that any statistics or
quantified demand should clearly show the breakdown by
sex. :

What is the rapporteur’s position?

Mrs Dekker, rapportewr. — (NL) Mr President, I am
in favour of incorporating this amendment. I admit
there is a mistake in the Dutch version but I think that
anyone with a bit of comprehension would have
grasped the meaning of the word kunnen here.

President. — The correction will be made.

(Parliament adopted Amendment No 18 and then para-
graph 6 thus amended)
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I have two amendments on paragraph 7:

— Amendment No 12, tabled by Mrs Lenz and others
on behalf of the Group of the European People’s
Party (CD Group), seeking to reword the para-
graph as follows:

Requests’ the Commission to draw up the reports
requested immediately so that the following questions in
particular can be examined in greater detail:

(a) health care, social security and job protection
measures for women,

(b) the situation on the employment market:

— the structure of women’s employment and the
actual number of women unemployed, including
those willing to work but not officially registered,
their age and the length of time they have been
unemployed.

— part-time employment, calculated on the basis of
the number of hours worked per year in order to
avoid the distortions inherent in person-related
statistics,

— relationships between the development of tech-
nology and unemployment amongst women,

— continuing wage discrimination,

— analysis and subsequently positive modification
of the prevailing systems of recruitment and
promotion,

— organization of working hours commensurate
with the needs of the family; extension of child-
care facilities in the widest sense, with due regard
for the child on the part of its mother and its
father; parental leave and a general improvement
in and adaptation of business and professional
activity to suit the working pattern of the woman
in employment,

— the extent of paid work performed by women at
home, with particular regard to systems of remu-
neration, working conditions and social security
benefits,

— the position of women working in family
concerns, with particular regard to systems of
remuneration, working conditions and social
security benefits;

(c) Education and vocational training:

— vocational training, level of duties carried out
and sectoral concentration,

— greater encouragement for vocational training in
areas other than ‘typical’ women’s occupations
and a guarantee of opportunities for the employ-
ment of women in these occupations after train-
ing (Preparatory Committee, para. 5),

— the development of microelectronic technology
and the employment of women;

— Amendment No 24, tabled by Mrs De March and
others, seeking to add the following at the end of
the paragraph:

— the professional, salary and social security situation of
women who are heads of household and of single
women;

— child labour in Europe;

— the implications of enlargement by the applicant coun-
tries for the position of women in the Community;

— the effects of unemployment on the social situation of
women and their children in the EEC.

The two amendments are not mutually exclusive.

What is the rapporteur’s position?

Mrs Dekker, rapportenr, — (NL) Mr President, the
whole framework of the motion for a resolution
would be disrupted by Amendment No 12. I am not as
such against the idea which the authors of this amend-
ment have in mind. [ simply think that it is far too late
to redraft the whole motion. It would have been better
if that had happened at the committee stage. A number
of points which have been incorporated in this amend-
ment are already in the report. And to avoid any
confusion in the voting, I am also against accepting
this amendment. I am worried that we could get into a
tremendous muddle with the rest of the motion and
with the other amendments. Although I agree with
most of what this amendment says, I feel I cannot
recommend its adoption. '

(Parliament adopted successively Amendments No 12
and No 24)

President. — After paragraph 7, Mrs De March and
others have tabled Amendment No 28 seeking to
insert the following new paragraph:

7a. Recalls that the European Community has a special
responsibility, namely to ensure the practical imple-
mentation of the objectives of the Treaty of Rome,
which states: ‘each Member State shall during the first
stage (1962) ensure and subsequently maintain the
application of the principle that men and women
should receive equal pay for equal work’ — Aricle
119.

The European Parliament must therefore immediately:

— put an end to the restructuring policy which is
creating unemployment among women,

— stop all negotiations on the second enlargement,

— carry out investigations and take action to ensure
respect for the responsibility of women in regard
to occupation, freedom of trade union and politi-
cal opinion, the right to strike. This applies in
particular in France, the FRG and the United
Kingdom;

What is the rapporteur’s position?

Mrs Dekker, rapporteur. — (NL) 1 am against the
adoption of this amendment, Mr President. It is outra-
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Dekker

geously critical of the EEC restructuring policy and
jeopardizes the whole idea of enlargement.

President. — I call Mrs Squarcialupi.

Mirs Squarcialupi — (I) Mr President, I am sorry if I
bring this up again but I should like a separate vote
because I agree with some parts of the amendment but
not others. We could take a joint vote on the first and
the last parts, and then the second and third parts.

(Parliament rejected successively the three parts of
Amendment No 28)

President. — I have six amendments on paragraph 8:

— Amendment No 13, tabled by Mrs Lenz and others
on behalf of the Group of the European People’s
Party (CD Group), seeking to reword the para-
graph as follows:

Refers, moreover, to the work already underway in the
Ad Hoc Committee on Women’s Rights,

Urges that this work particularly within the Ad Hoc
Committee be accelerated and intensified,

Calls on its approprate committees to continue to give
special attention after the UN Conference to all questions
concerning

— women migrant workers

— refugees, home-comers, the repatriated and evacuees,
and

— women in the Third World and to draw up reports on
these subjects;

— Amendment No 3, tabled by Miss Roberts on
behalf of the European Democratic Group, seeking
to reword the first indent of the paragraph as
follows: '

establishment of an independent advisory committee
within the institutions of the European Community on
equal treatment of men and women in regard to recruit-
ment, training and promotion;

— Amendment No 27, tabled by Mrs De March and .

others, seeking to reword the second indent of the
paragraph as follows:

signing, immediate ratification and implementation by
each of the Member States of the United Nations
Convention on the Elimination of all Forms of Discrimi-
nation against Women;

— Amendment No 1, tabled by Mr Albers and others,
seeking to add the following at the end of the para-
graph:

— the right to appeal to the European Court of Justice
on the grounds of inadequate implementation of the

Community directives, with the onus of proof
reversed,

— the application of positive discrimination through a
loose interpretation of Article 2 of the directive
concerning the equal treatment of men and women

with respect to access to employment (O] L39 of
14 February 1976),

— measures to ensure that women are adequately repre-
sented at all levels of policy- and decision-making (see
points 31, 62 and 63 of the World Action
Programme);

— Amendment No 6, tabled by Mrs Cinciari Rodano
and Mrs Squarcialupi, seeking to add the following
indent to the paragraph:

the drawing up, as part of the policies on aid and cooper-
ation with developing countries, of a programme to
encourage the emancipation of women in the Third and
Fourth Worlds;

— Amendment No 26, tabled by Mrs De March and
others, seeking to add the following at the end of
the paragraph:

— the initiation in Europe of an extensive campaign to
defend and promote the employment of women;

— the submission by the European Parliament to the
Copenhagen conference of an appeal to the women of
Europe in support of peace, détente and disarmament
and against the installation of American missiles in
Europe and in support of adherence to the scheduled
date for the Madrid conference.

What is the rapporteur’s position?

Mrs Dekker, rapporteur. — (NL) Mr President, with
regard to Amendment No 13, I should like to ask the
authors if they would agree to the content of this
amendment being incorporated in paragraph 13 of the
motion for a resolution, since it really belongs to activ-
ities for the future.

President. — I call Mr Bangemann.

Mr Bangemann — (D) Mr President, could I ask the
rapporteur to make up her mind? Either the structure
of this motion means that we cannot accept the
amendment, in which case she should say she is
against it, or else it may be a little out of kilter and the
substance of the amendment so important that she
wants to incorporate it, in which case she ought to
accept it. We cannot jump from one point to another
and get the whole thing into a tangle.

President. — The rapporteur has simply asked for the
amendment to be placed somewhere else. What is the
opinion of the authors of the amendment?



218 Debates of the European Parliament

Mrs Lenz. — (D) Mr President, 1 have nothing in
principle against moving the amendment to paragraph
13. But I should like it to be put to the vote when we
come to paragraph 13.

President. — This will be done.

What is the rapporteur’s position on the other amend-
ments?

Mrs Dekker, rapporteur. — (NL) Mr President, I am
no supporter of the original proposal adopted by the
Committee on Social Affairs and Employment. I have
no objection to Amendment No 27. I am not against
Amendment No 1 -either and I think it is a very posi-
tive amendment.

I leave Parliament to decide on Amendment No 6.
The points raised here occur further on in the motion
for a resolution. I have no objection if Parliament
wishes to incorporate it here.

Amendment No 26 concerns a matter which was not
and could not be discussed by our committee. As
rapporteur, I prefer to let Parliament decide.

(Parliament rejected Amendment No 3, adopted the first
indent of paragraph 8, rejected Amendment No 27,
adopted the second and then the third indents of para-
graph 8, rejected Amendment No 1, adopted Amendment
No 6 and rejected Amendment No 26)

i

President. — I have seven amendments on paragraph
9:

— Amendment No 14, tabled by Mrs Lenz and others on
behalf of the Group of the European People’s Party
(CD Group), seeking to delete the paragraph;

— Amendment No 5/rev., tabled by Mrs Cinciari
Rodano and Mrs Squarcialupi, seeking to reword the
paragraph as follows:

Considers early action essential, these being areas of
fundamental importance, to

— develop the social services dealing particularly with
children, old people and the handicapped so as two
facilitate the entry of women into the world of work
and their participation in society,

— take all necessary measures of a legal (paid parental
leave) and social (flexible hours for working, business,
transport and childcare facilities) nature, directing
them also towards a new system of town planning
(centralized domestic services with dining halls, local
communal laundries, parks, holiday centres and
leisure centres) in keeping with a gradual equalization
of family responsibilities as between men and women,

— improve and increase vocational training in activities
other than those considered to be typical women’s
occupations, paying particular attention to the deve-
lopment of microelectronic technologies which, as
initial experience has shown, tend to reduce the

quantity and quality of the work performed by
women,

— direct the various forms taken by the reduction in
working hours towards improving the position of
women in such a way as to avoid the negative reper-
cussions already experienced with part-time work,
which is creating a second, weaker labour market,

— act in such a way that these priorities may be extended
in the most appropriate forms to migrant women in
the Member States of the EEC;

Amendment No 25, tabled by Mrs De March and
others, seeking to replace the first three indents of
the paragraph by the following:

— reduction of the working week to 35 hours, without
loss of earnings, and retirement at 55;

— child-care facilities, legislation in regard to social and
family aid in order to create the conditions for a
family life compatible with the need for self-fulfilment
and the exercise of a variety of responsibilities;

— conditions for the improvement of vocational training
in sectors traditionally reserved for men, and guaran-
teed opportunities for employment in these occupa-
tions after training (in particular remunerated training
during working hours); '

Amendment No 4, tabled by Miss Roberts on
behalf of the European Democratic Group, seeking
to replace the first indent of the paragraph by the
following:

— methods of alleviating the practical difficulties
encountered by women in employment, for example
by wider use of flexible hours schemes, and by the
introduction of paid paternity leave where necessary
for the fathers of dependent children;

- Amendment No 2, tabled by Mr Albers and others,

seeking to add the following at the end of the para-
graph:

— abrogation of provisions which discriminate against
women married to foreigners;

Amendment No 19, tabled by Mrs Roudy and
others, seeking to add the following at the end of
the paragraph:

— monitoring of aid designed to improve the position of
women to ensure that it does not result in new forms
of segregation;

Amendment No 33/rev., tabled by Mrs Martin and
Mr Combe on behalf of the Liberal and Demo-
cratic Group, seeking to add the following at the
end of the paragraph:

— recognizing, by the enactment of a legal statute, the
role and work of women married to craftsmen,
tradesmen or farmers in their family businesses;

— enabling the wives of craftsmen, tradesmen and farm-
ers to be replaced in their posts in the undertaking in
the case of maternity, sickness or so that they may
follow vocational training courses.
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President

What is the rapporteur’s position?

Mrs Dekker, rapporteur. — (NL) Mr President, I
should like to appeal to the authors of Amendment No
14 1o withdraw it. If it is adopted, we shall have no
comment on the points which are raised in paragraph
9. At the same time I should like to request that the
House vote separately on each part of paragraph 9.

Amendment No 5 contains in fact a new version of the
existing paragraph. An effort is made in the text of the
motion for a resolution to link the Mexico City and
Copenhagen texts, but I can nevertheless accept
Amendment No 5. I am against the adoption of
Amendment No 25.

The content of Amendment No 4 has already been
thoroughly dealt with in other parts of the motion. I
also think that it is more appropriate to the fourth
indent rather than the first. I am against the adoption
of the amendment in this form.

Amendment No 2 is in my view a welcome addition to
the paragraph. I am therefore in favour of its adoption.
The Dutch version of Amendment No 19 can give rise
to doubt because it is not very clear what is meant. If I
am right in understanding that the amendment deals
with discrimination, I am in favour of its adoption.

Finally, the content of Amendment No 33 has already
been covered in another amendment. I am not against
it, however.

President. — Do you wish to maintain this amend-
ment, Mrs Lenz?

Mrs Lenz. — (D) We do maintain our amendment,
Mr President, although most of the points will have
been settled with the adoption of paragraph 7 and the
remaining amendments. :

Parliament rejected successively Amendments No 14, No
5 and No 25 and adopted successively Amendment No 4,
the second, third, fourth, fifth and sixth indents of para-
graph 9, Amendments No 2, No 19 and No 33/rev,
paragraph 9 thus amended and paragraph 10)

President. — I have two amendments on paragraph
11: ‘

— Amendment No 29, tabled by Mrs De March and
others, seeking to reword the paragraph as follows:

Calls on the Commission to prepare a report on the legal
position of women as regards pay, employment, educa-
tion, training and social protection in the applicant states,
with particular reference to any disparities which may
exist with present Community legislation;

— Amendment No 31, tabled by Mrs Roudy and
others, seeking to add the following at the end of
the paragraph:

... and calls on each applicant country to bring its legisla-
tion into line at an early date.

The two amendments are not mutually exclusive.

What is the rapporteur’s position?

Mrs Dekker, rapporteur. — (NL) Mr President,
Amendment No 29 calls for the idea of social protec-
tion to be included among the topics to be discussed in
Copenhagen. This. Parliament, however, cannot
change the agenda for Copenhagen off its own bat. I
am not against the thinking behind the amendment
and I shall let the House decide.

Amendment No 31 seeks to add something to the
paragraph in connection with the applicant countries. I
am in favour of the amendment.

(Parliament adopted successively Amendments No 29
and No 31, paragraph 11 thus amended and paragraph
12)

President. — After paragraph 12, Mrs Fuillet has
tabled Amendment No 36 seeking to add the follow-
ing new paragraph:

12a. Invites the Commission, as laid down in Article 16(e)
of the United Nations Convention, to take all
measures necessary to ensure the recognition in each
Member State of the right to contraception and
voluntary termination of pregnancy.

What is the rapporteur’s position?

Mrs Dekker, rapporteur. — (NL) Mr President, this
amendment refers to a clause of the United Nations
Convention and we have been unable to determine to
what extent the Member States have complied with it.
It was not discussed by our committee. I cannot give
any advice one way or the other on this amendment.

(Parliament rejected Amendment No 36)

President. — I have four amendments on paragraph
13:

— Amendment No 34, tabled by Mrs Salisch -and
others, seeking to reword the paragraph as follows:

Requests the Commission of the European Communities,
the Ad Hoc Committee, the Committee on Social Affairs
and the other committees concerned to take account in
their work of the conclusions of the Copenhagen Confer-
ence and calling on the Commission to present an action
programme in this field;

— Amendment No 15, tabled by Mrs Lenz and others
on behalf of the Group of the European People’s
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President

Party (CD Group), seeking to reword the para-
graph as follows:

Instructs its Committee on Social Affairs and Employ-
ment to submit — once the mandate of the Ad Hoc
Committee on Women’s Rights, which lasts until 31
December 1980, has expired — a report dealing exten-
sively with the improvement of the position of women,
particularly with regard to the training and employment
situation and inter alia in the light of the results and
conclusions of the Copenhagen Conference;

— Amendment No 30, tabled by Mrs De March and
others, seeking to reword the paragraph as follows:

Requests its Committee on Social Affairs and Employ-
ment to submit a report dealing extensively with the
present position of women, in the light of the results and
conclusions of the Copenhagen Conference, and calling
on the Commission of the European Community to
present an action programme in this field;

— Amendment No 13, tabled by Mrs Lenz and others
on behalf of the Group of the European People’s
Party (CD Group), seeking to reword the para-
graph as follows:

— Refers, moreover, to the work already underway in
the Ad Hoc Committee on Women’s Rights,

— Urges that this work particularly within the Ad Hoc
Committee be accelerated and intensified,

— Calls on its appropriate committees to continue to give
special attention after the UN Conference to all ques-
tions concerning

— women migrant workers

— refugees, home-comers, the repatriated and
evacuees, and :

— women in the Third World

and to draw up reports on these subjects.

What is the rapporteur’s position?

Mrs Dekker, rapporteur. — (NL) Mr President, I can
accept Amendment No 15 and also Amendment No
34, provided that paragraph 13 is not replaced but
expanded. Amendment No 30 does not seem to fit in
with the other amendment by Mrs Lenz and I am
therefore against it. The idea behind it is sound but the
end result could be a bit shaky.

(Parliament rejected Amendment No 34, adopted
Amendment No 15 — which meant that Amendment No
30 fell — and rejected by sitting and standing Amend-
ment No 13)

President. — After paragraph 13, Mrs Roudy and
others have tabled Amendment No 32 seeking to
insert the following new paragraph:

13a. Instructs the Ad Hoc Committee to propose
measures to upgrade the quality of occupations
accessible to women.

What is the rapporteur’s position?

Mrs Dekker, rapporteur. — (NL) Amendment No 32
seeks to insert a new paragraph, Mr President. I am in
favour.

(Parliament rejected Amendment No 32)

President. — On paragraph 14, Mrs Lenz and others
on behalf of the Group of the European People’s
Party (CD Group) have tabled Amendment No 16
seeking to reword the paragraph as follows:

Instructs its President to forward this resolution to the
Council, the Commission and the appropriate committees
of the European Parliament.

‘What is the rapporteur’s position?

Mrs Dekker, rapporteur. — (NL) I have no objection
to this amendment, Mr President.

(Parliament adopted Amendment No 16)

President. — Amendment No 35, tabled by Mrs
Martin and Mr Combe on behalf of the Liberal and
Democratic Group on Annex I, has been withdrawn.

I put to the vote the motion for a resolution as a
whole.

The resolution is adopted.!

»

President. — We shall now consider the motion for a
resolution contained in the Rowudy report (Doc. 1-220/
80): Accident hazards of certain industrial activities.

Before voting on the motion for a resolution, we must
consider the amendments to the proposal for a direc-
tive.

On Article 4, Mr Adam has tabled Amendment No 6
seeking to reword the third indent of the article as
follows: _

— to take adequate measures to ensure that all persons
working on the site are appropriately trained and
equipped as regards safety measures in connection
with the risks of major accidents arising from the
industrial activity and to ensure that at all times exper-
ienced and qualified staff are on duty with clearly
defined responsibilities.

What is the rapporteur’s position?

1 QJC 175 of 14.7. 1980.



Sitting of Thursday, 19 June 1980 221

Mrs Roudy, rapportenr. — (F) Favourable.

(Parliament adopted Amendment No 6)

President. — On Article 5(1)(b), Mrs Seibel-Emmer-
ling has tabled Amendment No 1 seeking to reinstate
the fourth and fifth indents of the Commission’s text.

What is the rapporteur’s position?

Mrs Roudy, rapporteur. — (F) 1 think that the
Commission text is excellent and should be kept as it
is. I am therefore in favour of this amendment.

(Parliament rejected Amendment No 1)

President. — Again on Article 5, Mrs Seibel-Emmer-
ling has tabled Amendment No 2 seeking to add the
following new paragraph:

5. The Member States shall take the necessary steps to
ensure that persons outside an establishment meeting
the criteria of Annex II who might be affected by a
major accident are informed of the notification.

What is the rapporteur’s position?

Mrs Roudy, rap;;orteur. — (F) Favourable, Mr Presi-
dent.

(Parliament rejected Amendment No 2)
President. — On the second indent of Article 6, Mrs
Seibel-Emmerling has tabled Amendment No 3 seek-

ing to reinstate the Commission’s text.

What is the rapporteur’s position?

Mrss Roudy, rapporteur. — (F) 1 am in favour, Mr
President.

(Parliament rejected Amendment No 3)
President. — I call Mr Moreland on a point of order.

Mr Moreland. — Could we ask the rapporteur if her
advice to us on how to vote acwally represents the
view of the committee? My understanding is that she is
giving us advice contrary to the committee’s recom-
mendation.

President. — The rapporteur is entitled to express an
opinion.

(Cries from certain quarters on the right) '

I call Mrs Roudy.

Mrs Roudy, rapporteur. — (F) If T am asked for my
opinion, Mr President, I give it. It is obvious that I
shall take a favourable view if the amendments seek to
reinstate the Commission text and I think it is a good
idea. I give my opinion. I thought that was how we
were supposed to work here.

President. — On Article 12(2), Mrs Seibel-Emmer-
ling has tabled Amendment No 4 seeking to reinstate
the Commission’s text.

(Parliament rejected Amendment No 4)

On Article 12(3), Mrs Seibel-Emmerling has tabled
Amendment No 5 seeking to reinstate the Commis-
sion’s text.

What is the rapporteur’s position?

Mrs Roudy, rapporteur. — (F) Mr President, this is
another amendment which seeks to reinstate the
Commission text. We discussed this matter very
thoroughly. If you ask me, it would be a good idea to
reinstate the Commission text.

(Parliament rejected Amendment No 5)

President. — On section 1 of Annex II, Mr Sherlock
and Mr Newton Dunn on behalf of the European
Democratic Group have tabled Amendment No 8
seeking to insert (except of fertilizer grade) after the
words ammonium nitrate.

What is the rapporteur’s position?

Mrs Roudy, rapporteur. — (F) Mr President, I must
confess that I do not really understand the sense of
this amendment which seeks to add ammonium nitrate
to the list. As far as I am aware, ammonium nitrate is
an explosive and Article 2 of the directive states that it

does not apply to explosives. I shall let the House
decide.

" (Parliament adopted Amendment No 8)

President. — We shall now consider the motion for a
resolution.

(Parliament adopted the preamble and paragraphs 1 to
12)

On paragraph 13, Mr Sherlock and Mr Newton Dunn
on behalf of the European Democratic Group have
tabled Amendment No 7 seeking to delete the para-
graph.
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President

What is the rapporteur’s position?

Mrs Roudy, rapporteur. — (F) There is no need to
prove liability in the case of the nuclear industry and I
think the same should be true with regard to liability
where other major hazards are concerned. I should
like to see this paragraph kept and I am therefore
against the amendment.

(Parliament rejected Amendment No 7 and adopted
paragraph 13 and then paragraphs 14 and 15)

President. — Members may now give explanations of
vote.

I call Mrs Squarcialupi.

Mrs Squarcialupi. — (I) Mr President, I am speaking
on behalf of the Italian Communist and Allies Group,
which of course has had first-hand experience of the
tragic events at Seveso and their aftermath — confu-
sion, uncertainty, fear and everlasting menace.

We shall vote in favour of the Commission’s proposal,
for despite its limitations it is nevertheless a starting
point.

We should like to make a few comments, in particular
concerning major accident hazards. There is a petro-
chemicals complex at Marghera, near Venice, where
gas leakages poison the workers practically every
week. Four hundred workers have been affected in the
last three months. Now, according to this Directive, a
gas leak is not a major accident hazard. It is not clear,
therefore, how far this Directive goes. In the same way
the concept of a dangerous substance is unclear.

It is our view that this Directive provides a maximum
of control systems, and of democratic participation by
the population. This is to be welcomed, but we must
remember that it may be less difficult than we imagine
to get through this complex web of measures and
controls.

Apart from these contradictory aspects of the Direc-
tive we consider that the thinking on which it is based is
out of date, namely the acceptance of dangerous prod-
uction processes and the use of toxic pollutants. The
consequence of this thinking is that the public and
those responsible for industry and government can
only take action against the worst and the most
dramatic damage, such as Seveso.

What we are proposing is a change of direction. One
of our amendments to this end was accepted in
committee. We believe in science and we believe in
research. What is needed is research on alternative
substances and production processes. But in order to
do this we must encourage research. Why is it that our

countries can always find the money for arms, but
never when they have to tackle problems of public
health and safety? There is no truth in the argument
that alternative chemicals and production processes
are uneconomical and may reduce competitiveness.
Seveso, after all, has cost vast sums both to the public
and to Hoffmann-La Roche. This multinational
corporation would have spent a good deal less if it had
researched production methods and new equipment.
The damage remains at Seveso, despite the cash
compensation, as does the fear which will last for
generations. | will conclude, Mr President, by saying
that the efforts of the Commission — whose represen-
tatives do not seem to be present at this moment at the
Chamber — must thus be directed towards research
into new production methods and consequently
towards putting technology at the service of the citi-
zens of Europe.

IN THE CHAIR: MRS DE MARCH
Vice-President
President. — I call Mrs Hammerich.

Mrs Hammerich. — (DK) Madam President, we
cannot approve this motion for a resolution, not
because of its content, but because it oversteps the
present competence of the EEC. -

First of all we have grave misgivings about the exten-
sive application of Article 235 of the Treaty of Rome.
This article is not popular in my country and is called
‘the elastic article’ because it is used to extend the
EEC’s powers into areas in which it has no compet-
ence under the Treaty of Rome.

Furthermore, the technical committee which is
mentioned in the draft directive, is entrusted with
considerable powers. Voting in the committee is by
qualified majority, which gives Denmark three votes
out of fifty eight. We are totally opposed to techno-
crats progressively taking over important decisions,
and prefer instead close national control. As a matter
of fact, we regard this trend towards more and more
power for the technical committee as very dangerous
because it means that the right of veto is forfeited. The
Roudy report does not dissociate itself from these
proposals and for this reason we oppose it.

President. — 1 call Mr Klepsch. .

Mr Klepsch. — (D) Madam President, my group
will be voting in favour of the report, but during the
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Klepsch

vote on the motion something occurred which calls for
comment. The rapporteur repeatedly made recom-
mendations contrary to the decisions of her commit-
tee. That is an unusual procedure in this House, and I
should like to say something about it. It has up to now
been customary in this House for the rapporteur,
regardless of his personal opinions, to state the views
expressed in his report, i.e. the decisions of his
committee. That is why he is questioned before the
vote. He is not asked for his own views on the matter
in hand, but for those of his committee. During this
vote the rapporteur several times gave. advice which
was contrary to what had been decided by the
committee. I feel we should not allow this practice to
become established, otherwise we shall have the prob-
lem of not knowing whether to question the rappor-
teur or not. Fortunately, the majority of this House
have agreed with the majority of the committee and
have rejected the wrongly recommended amendments.
Therefore I am now in a position to state that my
group is in favour of the whole resolution. I would,
however, urge the House to ensure that this procedure
does not become standard practice.

(Applause from various quarters on the right)

President. — I call Mrs Roudy on a point of order.

Mrs Roudy, rapporteur. — (F) Ladies and gentlemen,
allow me to clear up what appears to be a misunder-
standing concerning the practices of this House. I have
been working on this report for nearly a year, and we
on the committee in which all groups are represented
have worked a great deal. '

We have held lengthy discussions and in the early
stages I was criticized, it is true, for making proposals
which were considerably beyond the scope of the
directive. Subsequently, my proposals in defence of the
directive were framed in far more reasonable limits. I
was therefore entitled to think — this is, at any rate,
how I understood the matter — that after all the
debates everyone was aware of what was happening.
We are mature people, and after lengthy discussions
which everyone knew about and the nature of which
was evident to all the political groups, everyone knew

what he had to do.

Consequently, I made known my position as dictated
by my conscience. Nevertheless, I was not aware of
any rules forbidding such an attitude. If there is a rule
in writing, I would be only too pleased o take note of
it, but so far I have not come across one. I thought
that the work carried out conscientiously over a long
period and in depth in the groups and wherever we
happened to be was sufficient for everyone to know
exactly what the situation was and vote in accordance
with his conscience.

President. — I call Lady Elles.

Lady Elles. — Madam President, I think this is a
mauter that should go back to the Committee on the
Rules of Procedure and Petitions, so that the rules of
this Parliament make it perfectly clear in writing, if it
is not already clear to some Members, that when they
act as rapporteur on behalf of a committee, they are
expected to express the view of that committee
throughout all its procedures, including the vote on
amendments in the plenary Assembly. So I would
recommend that this goes to the Committee on the
Rules of Procedure and Petitions for consideration,
and I support exactly what our colleague, Mr Klepsch,
has already said.

(Applause from certain quarters on the right)

President. — The matter is closed.

I put to the vote the motion for a resolution as a
whole.

The resolution is adopted.!

President. — We shall now consider the motion for a

- resolution contained in the Jaguet report (Doc. 1-149/

80): Situation in the Central African Republic.

I call Mr Galland for an explanation of vote.

\

Mr Galland. — (F) Madam President, in the explan- .
atory statement of Mr Jaquet’s report there are a

number of points concerning the French Government

which are without any foundation in our view. This

was strikingly borne out by several speakers this morn-

ing. For this reason, although a number of genuine

problems are raised in the report, we shall abstain

from voting.

President. — I call Mr Jaquet.

Mr Jaquet, rapporteur. — (F)1 just want to point out,
Madam President, that we are voting on the motion
for a resolution and not on the explanatory statement.

President. — I put the motion for a resolution to the
vote.

The resolution is adopted.!

T QJ C 175 of 14.7.1980.
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President. — I put to the vote the motion for a reso-
lution contained in the Robert Jackson report (Doc.
1-255/80): Further provisional twelfths for Parliament.

The resolution is adopted.!

%

IN THE CHAIR: MR JAQUET
Vice-President

President. — I put to the vote the motion for a reso-
lution contained in the Jiirgens report (Doc. 1-225/80):
Common organization of the market in oils and fats.

The resolution is adopted.!

President. — I put to the vote the motion for a reso-
lution contained in the Caillavet report (Doc. 1-226/
80): Common organization of the market in products
processed from fruit and vegetables.

The resolution is adopted.!

»

President. — We shall now consider the motion for a
resolution contained in the Dalsass report (Doc. 1-227/
80): Common organization of the market in wine.

(Parliament adopted the preamble and the sole para-
graph)

After the sole paragraph, Mr Ligios and Mr Barbagli
have tabled Amendment No 1 seeking to add the
following new paragraph:

2. Invites the Commission, however, to combine with the
regulations applicable to resinated wines those that
apply to aromatized wines so as to ensure that this
type of wine is also made subject to Community rules,
in accordance with the Council Resolution of
17 December 1973 which fixed 1 January 1978 as the
deadline for the adoption of common regulations for
aromatized wines.

What is the rapporteur’s position?

1 O C 175 of 14.7. 1980.

Mr Dalsass, rapporteur. — (D) Mr President, this
amendment is really an attempt to remind the
Commission that we are still waiting for regulations on
aromatized wines as part of the organization of the
market in this sector. The Council in tact called for
regulations back in 1973 and Parliament has echoed
this call, but so far the Commission has done nothing.
In these circumstances, Mr President, I do not think it
will do any harm if we adopt this amendment and
thereby remind the Commission again that it is about
time it did something. I am therefore in favour of the
amendment.

(Parliament adopted Amendment No 1)

President. — I put to the vote the motion for a reso-
lution as a whole.

The resolution is adopted.!

12. Restructuring in the fishing sector

President. — The next item is the joint debate on
three reports on the organization of the fishing sector:

— report (Doc. 1-234/80). drawn up by Mr Bouchou
on behalf of the Committee on Agriculture, on the

proposals from the Commission to the Council for:

I — a regulation on the conclusion of the Agreement
on Fisheries between the Government of Spain
and the European Economic Community (Doc.
1-159/80);

II — a regulation laying down for 1980 certain
measures for the conservation and management of
fishery resources applicable to vessels flying the
flag of Spain (Doc. 1-82/80);

Il — a regulation laying down certain measures for the
conservation and management during 1980 of
common fishery resources off the West Greenland
coast applicable to vessels flying the flag of
Canada or under charter to companies registered
in Canada (Doc. 1-96/80);

— report (Doc. 1-233/80), drawn up by Mr Kirk on
behalf of the Committee on Agriculture, on the

proposal from the Commission to the Council (Doc.
1-130/80) for a regulation amending Regulation No
1852/78 on common interim action for restructuring in
the in-shore fishing sector;

— report (Doc. 1-235/80), drawn up by Mr Lynge on
behalf of the Committee on Agriculture, on the

proposals from the Commission to the Council for:

I — a regulation laying down for 1980 certain
measures for the conservation and management of
fishery resources applicable to vessels registered in
the Faroe Islands (Doc. 1-139/80);

1 OJC 175 of 14.7. 1980.
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II — a regulauon laying down for 1980 certain interim
measures for the conservation and management of
fishery resources applicable to vessels flying the
flag of Norway (Doc. 1-193/80);

IIl — a regulation laying down for 1980 certain
measures for the conservation and management of
fishery resources applicable to vessels flying the
flag of Sweden (Doc. 1-221/80);

I call Mr Buchou.

Mr Buchou, rapporteur. — (F) Mr President, ladies
and gentlemen, the Committee on Agriculture has
examined a number of points relating to problems of
fishing in the Atlantic Ocean. It is submitting a motion
for a resolution regarding a regulation on the conclu-
sion of the Agreement on Fisheries between the
Government of Spain and the European Economic
Community which would lay down, for 1980, certain
measures for the conservation and management of
fishery resources applicable to vessels flying the flag of
Spain and, for the same year, other measures of a simi-
lar nature applicable to vessels flying the flag of

Canada or under charter to companies registered in
Canada.

The Committee outlines three main proposals in its
motion. It deals, first of all, with procedural problems.
It points out that interim measures which violate the
Treaty had been implemented before fishing quotas
were allocated to Spain and Canada. While regretting
that such a situation might occur in future years, it
considers that the Parliament, Commission and Coun-
cil should examine ways of developing procedures for
the information and consultation of the European
Parliament so that it will not be necessary in future to
have resource habitually to emergency procedures.

With regard to Spain and the agreements with that
country, the committee approves the conclusion of the
fisheries framework agreement which will serve as a
basis for the structure of our future relations with
Spain. However, it urges the Commission to seek to
ensure that Spain’s fisheries investment programmes
conform to the future catch possibilities within the
enlarged Community. This recommendation is all the
more important in view of the fact that the Spanish
fishing capacity represents close to 30 % of the entire
catch of the Community. In fact, Spain has enormous
fishing potential and considerable possibilities of
growth which could disrupt the entire range of fishing
activities in the Atlantic Ocean and even in the Medi-
terranean if some prior precautionary measures are
not taken.

With regard to our relations with Spain, we reviewed
the fishing quotas allocated to that country in 1979
and the proposals for 1980. We observed that the
quotas were declining considerably in the area West of
Scotland, West and South of England and Ireland and
in the Bay of Biscay for certain species such as hake or

the species caught while fishing for hake. The quotas
for anchovy in the Bay of Biscay have been renewed.
Lastly, there are no limits on tuna fishing. The
committee was pleased to note that everyone could
not but be staisfied with the fact that the quotas had
diminished. Consequently, no major comments were
made by the committee with respect to the regulations
concerning Spain.

" The Committee however expressed grave reservations

with regard to the agreements with Canada. I will not
go into the details of the discussions within the
Committee but rather summarize them in three points
which caused us concern. First of all, the representa-
tives of Denmark and Greenland want to be more
closely involved in drawing up regulations or decisions
laying down the conditions under which vessels flying
the flag of Canada or under charter to companies
registered in Canada could be allowed to engage in
fishing off the coasts of Greenland. The fears
expressed by the representatives of this enormous
island are understandable since fishing is their main
activity.

Secondly the committee examined the problem of a
more adequate control of the amount of fish caught by
Canadian vessels or vessels under charter to Canada.

Lastly, the third point constituted a cause for consi-
derable concern. The committee would like that in
future negotiations with Canada, the Commission and
the Council take into account the fears expressed
over the possible progressive disruption of European
markets by Canadian products. That is a point you will
find in the motion for a resolution. Mr President, two
amendments to this document have been tabled: an
amendment by Mr Josselin and others who would like
to effective control of the activities of fishing vessels
lead to the effective implementation of the common
fisheries policy. I do not see any problem in adding
this to the document from the Commission especially
as provision is made for such control to be carried out
as part of the Member States’ inspection and supervi-
sion activities.

Mr Lynge would like to delete paragraph 10 since, in
his view, it is Denmark, which has jurisdiction over
what takes place in Greenland. The matter was
discussed in committee, and I have no objection to the
proposal by Mr Lynge.

Mr President, ladies and gentlemen, those are the
comments I felt were necessary on this important
topic.

President. — I call Mr Kirk.

Mr Kirk, rapporteur. — (DK) Mr President, I am
glad to be able to submit a report to Parliament, on
behalf of the Committee on Agriculture, on the
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restructuring of the inshore fishing industry. I should
like to say that, although we in the Committee on
Agriculture have had very little time to discuss this
proposal, I feel that the result before us today is well
balanced; might I perhaps mention also that the report
I am presenting is based, amongst other things, on my
own personal experience of the fishing industry and
on my experience as a boat owner.

To be sure, some members of the committee expressed
concern about the fact that the proposal under discus-
sion would only be valid for 1980 and wished to adopt
a more long term structural policy for the Commu-
nity’s fishing industry. However, realizing that there
were still major and unresolved problems surrounding
the common fisheries policy, and confident that such a
policy would be introduced in the course of this year,
the committee was able to reach agreement on this
report.

The committee discussed the Commission’s proposal
and expressed the view that the Community measures
should, to a greater extent than heretofore — and
particularly than in 1978-1979 — aim to adapt the
existing Community fishing fleet so that it can adjust
to the changes that are already evident in fishing
patterns within EEC waters.

I should also like to say that the committee make a
point of ensuring that that the fishing industry in the
whole Community can benefit from these restructur-
ing measures that it was not, as was heretofore the
case, just a question of a transfer from the Community
to individual Member States.

It is true that the rules in force in 1978 and 1979 only
provided for the possibility of granting aid to new
vessels, that is for the construction of vessels 12 to
24 m'long. We therefore welcome the fact that, in its
proposal, the Commission now also provides for aid
for the modernization of vessels. However we do not
agree with the Commission when it proposes that only
vessels of between 12 and 24 m will be eligible for aid
for modernization and restructuring, because the fact
is that the Community’s fishing fleet, which is really in
need of aid to help it to adopt, consists to a large
extent of vessels which are over 24 m but which can at
the same time be regarded as inshore fishing vessels.

Likewise, we in the committee consider that the limit
of 20 million ‘'units of account proposed by the
Commission is not sufficient if the Community is to
help solve the problems which exist. However, at the
same time we are aware of the difficulties involved in
obtaining a higher limit which would be valid only for
1980. Nonetheless, we should like to point out that
more money is necessary if we are to be able to adapt
our fishing fleet to the real opportunities which exist
within EEC waters.

As regards the modernization of vessels and their size,
the committee proposes that the Commission proposal

be amended to fix the limit at, for example, 37 metres,
since we believe that this would correspond more to
that section of the fishing fleet which needs assistance

and aid.

As regards the problems which have existed since
1977, the Committee on Agriculwre is of the opinion
that it should be possible for those vessel owners who
requested the Commission’s aid under Council Regu-
lation No 17 of 15 February 1964 to have their appli-
cations considered under the new regulation. The fact
i$ that the old regulation No 17/64 provided for
modernization grants, but because of the interim regu-
lation which was introduced in 1978-79 and which _
only, as’] said before, covered the construction of new
vessels, the Commission was unable to process these
applications and requests for grants. We therefore
think that it would be fairest and most correct vis-a-vis
the Community fishermen concerned, if their applica-
tions could now be dealt with realistically, provided of
course that they conform to the criteria laid down in
the proposal for a regulation.

Let me mention also that one of the things that the
Committee on Agriculture called attention to was that
as a result of the very sharp rise in oil and energy
costs, especially in 1980, the Community would have
to try to redesign our vessels to take account of these
high fuel costs, so that in the future the Community
fleets can be more competitive with third country
fleets.

Having made the above observations, I can say that
the Committee on Agriculture approves the Commis-
sion proposal on condition that this is amended to
comply with our motion for a resolution. Let me say
also that, at the final vote in committee, only one
Member opposed the report, and one member
abstained; however, I have observed that since the
report has been put forward here in Parliament two
proposals for amendments have been put forward by
Mr Josselin, a French Socialist, and these amendments
reflect exactly the main points I have emphasized here
in my introduction: that is, the question of being able
to deal with applications submitted in 1977 under
Regulation No 17/64, and the question of modifying
the length of vessels eligible for modernization aid. Let
me say to Parliament that I hope that these two -
proposed amendments will be rejected because 1 do
not think they have the support of the majority behind
this report.

President. — I call Mr Lynge.

Mr Lynge, rapporteur. — (DK) Mr President, the
report has been distributed, so I will not go through it
in detail. First I should just like to point out that there
are a few mistakes, at least in the Danish text which
has been distributed. I mention this for the sake of
order. The text uses two terms for halibut, ‘hellefisk’
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and ‘helleflynder’. Only the latter term should be used
as we do not speak of ‘hellefisk’ in this context. I
should also like to point out that the section of the
explanatory statement relating to the Faroe Island, i.e.
section B, contains some figures relating to the
Faroese calculations of cod equivalents according to
which the Faroese claim that 2 tonnes of mackerel
correspond to 2-5 tonnes of cod. This latter figure
should be 0-25, which makes a considerable differ-
ence. I mention this too for the sake of order. For the
rest, I shall merely mention a number of key points.

As regards the agreement with the Faroe Islands, it
can be said that our periodic negotiations with the
Faroese are among the more difficult negotiations the
Community is involved in and the difficulties naturally
arise partly from the fact that Faroese interests aggra-
vate still further what is already a complicated situa-
tion as regards fisheries in the North Sea and partly
from the fact that the Faroe Islands, without them-
selves being a Member State of the Community, count
as part of a nation which is a member, i.e. Denmark.
Account is taken of this situation in Article 9 of the
framework agreement concluded between the Faroe
Istands and the Community on 16 March 1977, which
states that ‘this agreement shall be without prejudice
to rights within the Kingdom of Denmark of Danish
citizens who inhabit the Faroe Islands’. Since 1977 it
has been accepted practice for this text, which indi-
cates the Faroe Islands’ special status as a third coun-
try which forms part of a Community Member State,
together with the statement in the preamble concern-
ing the very exceptional degree of dependence of the
Faroe Islands on fishing to manifest itself in a number
of annual agreements which favour the Faroese fishing
industry. Thus it has become normal practice for the
Commission to aim at achieving an overall balance in
the market values of the quantities of fish which
Community fishermen are allowed to catch in Faroese
waters and the amounts Faroese fishermen are allowed
to catch in Community waters, a balance which is
about 10 % in favour of the Faroe Islands, and the
agreement currently under discussion provides, in the
Commission’s view just such a balance in favour of the
Faroe Islands.

However, it should be pointed out that the Faroese
authorities view the matter slightly differently. I do
not mean by this that the Faroese have gained by the
present agreement, but that, on the contrary, a realis-
uc conversion of the quotas into cod equivalents
shows a slight loss on the part of the Faroe Islands. I
will not give a detailed analysis here today or state any
opinion on this matter, but it is to be hoped that in
future negotiations between the Commission and the
Faroese authorities it will be possible to reach agree-
ment on the facts as regards the balance of the value of
the quantities the Community and the Faroe Islands
allow each other to catch in their respective waters.
The Community has undertaken to enter into an
agreement favourable to the Faroe Islands each year.
The Faroe Islands have nothing else apart from their

fishing, and no one should try to stop the Community
keeping to the agreement in practical terms.

As regards the agreement with Norway, this is some-
thing which we in the committee also welcome since it
is essential; not least for a workable internal Commu-
nity fishing policy, that we solve problems regarding
third countries. The  question is how these problems
are to be solved. For example, the Commission has, we
see, traded off Greenland prawns and halibut in order
to bring about this agreement. In 1979 there was an
exceptionally bad arrangement whereby the Commis-
sion gave the Norwegians permission to carry out
unlimited experimental prawn fishing off the east coast
of Greenland without any effective reporting of the
quantities caught and without letting either the Green-
land authorities, the inspectorate or marine biologists
know anything about it, and without the Commission
to this day knowing — I inquired about this in the
Committee not so long ago — in fact how many thou-
sand tonnes the Norwegians acutally caught last year.
Now in 1980 the Norwegians have been granted
permission to fish 2 500 tonnes of prawns off the east
coast while at the same time, and quite inconsistently,
the Faroese have been granted permission to carry out
unlimited experimental fishing of the same stock,
which has not as yet been biologically assessed in the
same place and over the same period.

This administrative inconsistency has created major
problems in the relations between the Faroe Islands
and Greenland, since the Faroese have recently
reached the ceiling imposed on Norwegian prawn
fishing. The view taken by the Greenland authorities
has always been that a ceiling should be imposed on
fishing by the Faroese just as in the case of Norwegian
fishing. However, this viewpoint was disregarded and
now we see the consequences, i.e. that the Faroese
have already caught more than the Norwegians had
ben granted permission for and they wish to continue
fishing. The Norwegians are not pleased that the
Faroese should be allowed to fish greater quantities.
The people of Greenland are annoyed that the
Commission allowed 13 Faroese trawlers to fish, with-
out restriction, a stock which the biologists have not
yet given an opinion on.

Furthermore, the Danish Government is incensed at
the fact that the Faroe Islanders will not fall in with an
appeal from Denmark and Greenland to call a halt to
this fishing, simply because the Community has not set
a limit. In other words, the Commission has caused
dissension between the Scandanavian sister nations
because of bad administration.

It is prawns from the same stock and in the same place
which are involved and the fact of the matter is that it
is meaningless to talk about licences for experimental
fishing, whether this be limited or not, in view of the
fact that during their experiments last year, the
Norwegians found prawns, and fishing this year is
being carried out at a very specific spot, i.e. Dohrns



228 Debates of the European Parliament

Lynge

Bank off the east coast of Greenland where industrial
fishing is now being carried out. The Commission
should therefore have said in connection with this
agreement that experimental fishing was over and
done with in 1979, that the task before us now was to
assess the stocks biologically and that in the meantime
we would give the Norwegians a fixed general catch
quota for 1980 after Denmark had consulted Green-
land on the matter. This would have been an excellent
course to take.

The fact that the Commission has granted Norway a
quota of 200 tonnes halibut, which is a rare and valua-
ble stock, should not be allowed to go unchallenged
either considering that the TAC, i.e. the total allowa-
ble catch, of 500 tonnes had already been allocated to
Greenland, in view of the particular dependence of the
coastal population on fishing, and it is an extremely
serious matter that this further 200 tonnes should be
fished anywhere at all in the waters of Greenland,
including the west coast, where the Greenlanders have
been allocated their 500 tonnes.

This constitutes an undermining of Greenland fisheries
and a threat to the West Greenland halibut stock, and
it is also true in the case of prawns that the Norwegi-
ans have been granted fishing rights without the
Danish representatives in the negotiations previously
having had an opportunity to consult Greenland on
the matter, which is completely unsatisfactory. Indeed,
the situation is such that we should return to the
agreements and ask for a few points to be revived.
However, we in the Committee realize that this is not
possible for reasons of time, and I should therefore
like to urge Parliament to give its support to these two
agreements, but to make it clear that Parliament will
not accept a similar arrangement in the future.

As regards the Sweden agreement for 1980, I should
like to say very briefly, that this has not been discussed
in the Committee on Agriculture but was simply
mentioned very briefly at its last meeting. The reason
for this is that at the last moment the Commission
came up with the idea of extending the current
arrangement between the Community and Sweden in
the fisheries sector to apply for the rest of 1980. I
should just like to say that I regret that we have not
had enough time to deal with this matter properly at
committee level and should like to recommend, on
behalf of the Committee, that this agreement be
extended as proposed, as we have no time left and an
agreement with Sweden is indispensable. Having made
these points, I should like to recommend that Parlia-
ment give its support to the three agreements.

President. — I call Mr Gundelach.

Mr Gundelach, Vice-President of the Commission. —
(DK) Mr President, first I should like to thank the
three rapporteurs, Mr Buchou, Mr Kirk and Mr Lynge,

for their brief but very concise reports on certain fish-
ery issues, mainly those concerning our relations with
third countries. I will not embark on a long speech on
these issues, however important they may be, but
rather I shall try to concentrate on answering the.
questions which the three rapporteurs themselves have
underlined in their reports as being of special signifi-
cance.

I extend my thanks, of course, 1o Mr Buchou for his
favourable report on the agreements between the
Community and Spain, both the framework agree-
ments and the practical fishing arrangements agreed for
1979 and 1980, which were negotiated on the basis of
the framework agreement. As Mr Buchou himself
rightly points out, it provides for a substantial reduc-
tion in Spanish fishing in Community waters. This was
necessary because the quantity of fish available to our
own fishermen is severely limited in other third coun-
try waters and as a result of the conservation measures

" which it has been necessary to introduce.

'

In addition, there is the problem that Spain is an appli-
cant state, and as Mr Buchou rightly stressed, it has a
very substantial fishing fleet and a very large fishing
capacity. Under the rules on degressivity laid down in
the framework agreement, Spain is bound to limit its
fishing fleet and is already reducing its fleet in line
with the far more limited possibilities which exist now
compared with a few years ago.

I fully agree with Mr Buchou that we must always
bear Spain’s applicant status in mind and emphasize it
in all our negotiations with Spain. This I have done up
to now. It has not always been easy to conclude agree-
ments, which involve a substantial reduction, year
after year, but that is the only realistic solution to a
problem which otherwise would cause a large imbal-
ance in fishing activity in the northern Atlantic as well
as in the Mediterranean and in the Bay of Biscay.
Does the rapporteur and the Commission see eye to
eye where the agreements with Spain are concerned?

The other part of Mr Buchou’s report dealt with rela-
tions with Canada. Here I should like to make it clear
that there are several different issues involved. The
real subject of the report is the management of the
joint stocks shared by Canada and the Community.
The issué is not the wider fishery agreement — I choose
my words carefully — being negotiated between the
Community and Canada, and which raises certain
sensitive issues regarding the balance between our
fishing facilities in Canadian waters, the restoration of
these facilities, and the Canadian request for increased
access to the Community market.

However, those latter issues, which are undoubtedly
the most important ones are not the subject of the
report today. Rather the issue is in fact the manage-
ment of the so called common fishery resources. But
what are common resources? When two national terri-
tories have 200 mile limits adjacent to each other or
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perhaps overlapping, and where there are fish stocks in
that area, it cannot be said with total scientific
certainty — since fish are wont, as part of their life-
style, to swim and migrate and don’t respect frontiers,
not having learned to read — whether they are Cana-
dian fish or Greenland fish, and that they should stay
on a particular side of the 200 mile limit. They swim
over the limit and are part of the same stock, the same
family, so they are common stocks. There is no other
answer to the problem, which nature in its own
wonderful way has created, than to jointly manage this
common stock using the biological knowledge at our
disposal and applying common sense to try to divide
them equally between the two areas: there are so many
fish which can be caught from this joint stock as a
whole; how much does one party receive and how
much does the other party receive? The outcome is
that they must fish in each other’s waters.

The crucial factor is that each party must adhere to the
quotas allocated. If no action were taken, if there were
no agreement, the Canadians could not fish in our
waters, nor could we fish in Canadian waters. For this
reason this agreement is simply an administrative,
technical necessity and it is more important for the
community than for Canada, because we get virtually
the lion’s share of this common stock. Thus for exam-
ple we have got by far the major part of shrimp stocks
in the areas in question, some twenty-odd thousand
out of 27 000 tonnes. This one example suffices to
enable me to reject very strongly the criticism that the
allocation of the Canadian and Community shares of
this common stock has inflicted any loss on any
Community area, or on Greenland in particular. As a
matter of fact the contrary is true.

I would also like to reply to the criticism that the
Greenland authorities were not — as is claimed in Mr
Buchou’s and in Mr Lynges’ report — kept sufficiently
informed about, or sufficiently involved in, the nego-
tiations on this issue or in those on issues which are of
vital significance for Greenland.

The position is necessarily complicated. As Mr Lynge
explained, the situation in the Kingdom of Denmark is
a special one, since the Kingdom of Denmark is a
member of the Community, and all parts of the King-
dom are represented in foreign affairs by the govern-
ment in Copenhagen. However, part of the Kingdom,
namely the Faroes, is not a member of the Commu-
nity, while another part of the Kingdom, Greenland, is
debating whether to remain in the Community or to
withdraw. It is a member at the present time, but it is
not sure whether it wants to remain so and has
obtained a considerable degree of autonomy.
Nonetheless, in this rather complicated situation, and
acting in concert with the Danish Government and
with its participation, we entered into very extensive
consultations indeed with the Greenland domestic
government. Most of the time I conducted these
consultations myself so I can therefore guarantee with
certainty that in this area measures were not taken or

agreements reached without first being thrashed out,
and in detail at that, with the Greenland domestic
government. Furthermore, these agreements contained
nothing which might have restricted the Greenland
fishing industry’s potential for development. In no case
have these agreements, whether it be with Canada,
with the Faroes or with Norway, occasioned any
restriction of Greenland’s fishing activities. The
restriction on Greenland’s fishing possibilities has been
caused rather by the lack of boats, and in this context
let me point out that from the structural means at our
disposal, not alone from the interim fund, but also
from the EAGGFs main fund, resources have been
made available for the building of between 12 and 20
ships in Greenland, including a number of modern
shrimp cutters. In other words we accord Greenland
widespread preference in respect of the fish in the
areas extending up to 200 miles off Greenland, and we
use quite considerable funds to provide the Greenland
population — which obviously has not many other
alternatives open to it, which is why this is very defin-
itely a just policy — with the means needed to exploit
the fish stocks.

Fishing activity by other Community countries or by
third countries under agreements with the Commu-
nity, has always been more restricted and has never
been in conflict with fundamental Greenland interests.
For example, as regards experimental fishing, to which
reference was made, a quantitative limit has been
introduced because it became evident that valuable
stocks were involved. In my opinion, there should be a
comparable reduction in similar experimental fishing
activities off the Faroes.

Let me return to the Canadian problem: in my view
the criticism of the planned agreement on the use of
common resources is not justified. This agreement
must be considered on its own merits and not as
payment for or as an integral part of the agreements
with Canada on more far-reaching fishery issues, such
as the resumption of our fishing activities in Canadian
waters, or Canadian exports of fish to the Community.

Where the latter issue is concerned, I fully agree with
the observations made by Mr Buchou, which express a
warning. The Commission is fully aware, and 1
mentioned this already during the last Parliamentary
session in reply to a question from British Members
during Question Time, that the Community market in
fish cannot support substantial increases in imports of
fishery products. We have already been very generous
towards other countries, not least the Scandanavian
countries, but we must consider our own market in
fish and ensure fair prices. On the other hand it is also
important to secure opportunities for our deep-water
fleet. We have lost ground in many third country
waters and we have a possibility of recovering some of
this lost ground in Canadian waters. A balance must be
attained, but this is proving difficult. It will take time. I
have of course taken note of what Parliament has said
in its motion for a resolution on this subject. Undoubt-



230 Debates of the European Parliament

Gundelach

edly we will be returning to this issue later, when the
current negotiations which are at present at a very
preliminary stage, are more advanced.

Then there was the question of the more far-reaching
agreement, on which negotiations have ceased for the
moment, and its consequences for Greenland’s fishing
acuivities. I think I have replied to most of Mr Lynge’s
remarks. I would just like to repeat, and there can be
no doubt about this, that it is the Commission’s wish
— as it has been the Commission’s practice in all these
issues — to maintain the closest possible ties with the
Greenland domestic government within the existing
institutional framework, so as to ensure that this prob-
lem is solved in a manner which is satisfactory to
Greenland. My impression of these talks to date is that
this has been the case.

Mistakes do occur of course. I mean it is right to say
that one year for example, Norway recetved too many
halibut, but in that case the error is corrected the next
year. It is also necessary to settle the final agreements
with Sweden. There are certain technical problems
here involving salmon fishing which we discussed a
month ago, and now the Commission has undertaken
to solve the problems along the lines proposed by
Parliament.

As regards the balances in fishing activity between the
Communitiy and the Faroes, in my opinion the Faroes
enjoy a privileged position. Firstly, not only are the
actual figures to the advantage of the Faroes, but in
reality — and this was also mentoned by Mr Lynge —
the preference for the Faroes is actually greater
because the Faroese conservation measures are so far-
reaching and are such that the benefit to fishing vessels
from other Community countries is declining sharply,
since it is becoming uneconomic to fish in Faroese
waters; fishing conditions therefore are developing all
the time to the advantage of the Faroes. Since the
Faroes have few possiblities other than fishing, this
might also be considered natural. However, it should
not be forgotten that there are also regions of the
European Community which have no alternative to
fishing or for which fishing plays an important role in
the regional economy.

In my opinion the Faroese cannot, apart from the
necessary and natural consideration due to them by
virtue of their large dependence on fishing, be treated
on the one hand as if they were not members of the
Community and therefore a third country, and on the
other hand, because of being part of the Kingdom of
Denmark, be treated as an area which is still a member
of the Community. It must be either one or the other.
It cannot be both at once.

I should like to thank Mr Kirk for his report and the
favourable attitude to the proposal we put forward. I
do not of course wish to raise hopes which I perhaps
cannot fulfil later. I think, however, that the desire for
retroactivity, so that funds can be used for applica-

tions made previously, is fair and reasonable. I will
gladly make an effort to have this inserted in the
regulation. The question of the length of vessels is also
in my opinion an issue which requires clarification, so
that account can be taken of different requirements
and needs which vary from one region to the next. But
in view. of the fact that it is not politically realistic to
expect more than a certain sum for 1980, I am not
certain, Mr Kirk, that this is the time to change this, even
if I do not reject the arguments put forward in support
of it. This leads me to a reflection contained in your
report, as well as in the statements or reports of the
other rapporteurs, namely that when all is said and
done, we will not arrive at a definite solution to all
these problems until we have a common fisheries
policy. All the problems we are discussing here are in
reality just improvisations to keep the whole thing
going. Let me draw special attention to the fact that all
the compromises arrived at with great difficulty at the
end of May are in my opinion in the Community’s
interests, both the British-budget issue and the solution
to the agricultural problem — which many consider as
costly forgetting that, without a Common Agricultural
Policy there is no free market for industrial products
in Europe and consequently no strong industry in
Europe. It can sometimes be difficult to keep track of
all the economic elements which constitute the whole.

But this collective solution stipulated a condition, a
clearly defined condition, namely that a common fish-
eries policy must be adopted before the end of this
year. The fisheries meeting which took place in the
Council at the beginning of this week demonstrated to
me that all sides are willing, in spite of the difficulties,
to arrive at such a common solution. This solution
must, however, form part of a more long term struc-
tural policy. On that we are agreed. The Commission
has promised to adapt its proposals for a long term
structural policy in the light of experience acquired in
the interval and in the light of the debate which took
place in the Council and in Parliament last year. We
will ury 1o put forward this new proposal as early as
July, and then there will be an occasion for a new
debate on this issue in a more long term context in the .
European Parliament, and I think, Mr Kirk, that it is
in this context that the question of vessel lengths and
vessel types should be clarified. Thus, not just at some
future date, but in the very near future.

It is also this common fisheries policy which should
clarify another question which many of the rappor-
teurs referred to in their reports, namely the increasing
recourse to interim measures, to Article 103. It is an
unfortunate state of affairs when interim measures are
necessary. But they were necessary in a situation
where the Council did not agree on a common fisher-
ies policy and we had to move forward from month to
month to keep things together so as to ensure contin-
ued fishing in our own waters and in third country
waters. With a common fisheries policy of a more last-
ing nature now in sight, there is also the prospect that
we in this Parliament can discuss the principal issues
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and implementing measures in the light of these main
decisions and on a more concrete basis, and not be
forced time and again to deal with issues ad hoc at
short notice on the basis of interim proposals.

IN THE CHAIR: POUL M@LLER
Vice-President

President. — I call Mr Helms to speak on behalf of
the European People’s Party (Christian-Democratic
Group).

Mr Helms. — (D) Mr President, ladies and gentle-
men, I shall gladly comply with the request made this
morning by you, Mr President — or by the President
of the sitting — that we should speed up the proceed-
ings because of the large number of items on the
agenda. We have three excellent reports on fisheries
problems by Mr Buchou, Mr Kirk and Mr Lynge, and
of course the detailed replies and explanations given
by the Commissioner, Mr Gundelach, also make
things easier for me. I extend my very warm thanks to
the rapporteurs for their efforts both in committee and
in preparing their reports; but I would like particularly
to thank Mr Gundelach, whose replies have shown not
only that fisheries problems are of particular concern
and are in a very critical phase — he made this point
several times in his speech — but also that Parliament
and the Commission wish to achieve and put into
practice effective cooperation in this area. Because of
his explanations I have no wish to go into the details
of the reports but would like to deal with a few points
raised by Mr Gundelach. You said, Mr Gundelach, in
response to an allusion to the participation of Parlia-
ment and the commitiees — made, I think, by Mr
Lynge — that you would take account of our reports
and opinions.

I must say on behalf of the entire House — and
perhaps in particular of the rapporteurs — that these
views and reports have not been considered as we
would have wished; that, at any rate, is my impression.
We dealt with these fisheries texts months ago in
December and March. Then, and also when drafting
their motion for a resolution, the committee members
submitted their demands, certain aspects of which
were deliberately ignored. The Commission was aware
of them, and I must repeat that they were not con-
sidered sufficiently, although I do not doubt your good
intentions or think that this was done on purpose,
since you have certain specific dealings with the Coun-
cil and have to vote with the nine Community Member
States. This is made clear, I feel, by the reports submit-
ted as items 120, 122 and 123 on the agenda. I
mention this to ensure that the good relations between
Parliament and yourself do not suffer as a result of

any ensuing uncertainty or problems marring our rela-
tionship with yourself and the Commission. I think
this needs to be said, and we could change the situa-
uon and improve matters if Parliament and the
Commission made fisheries one of its main priorities.
In my view the uncertainty and uneasiness which we
experienced during the discussions are attributable to
the hectic circumstances and the short-term docu-
ments which you mentioned. This point was also
raised several times during the discussions on fisheries
problems. I believe that these documents ought to be
submitted to Parliament and to the committee respon-
sible in good time. But above all, Mr Gundelach, this
situation has arisen because the Commission has not
— or does not wish to — come up with any overall
Community strategy for fisheries. What other reason

- could there be? This is a question which I feel I ought

to raise.

Such a general strategy for a fisheries policy with an
overall allocation of catch quotas for individual
Member States is necessary to avoid uncertainty in
fisheries and in subordinate sectors, in deep sea fishing
and cutter fishing. Quite frankly, when one speaks to
the fishermen and the other people concerned one gets
the impression that they feel they are being to some
extent misled, since they do not know the exact situa-
tion or how things will develop. Quotas are constantly
being mentioned. Mr Commissioner, I shall mention
just two particular aspects of a general Community
fisheries policy of this kind: the fixing of quotas;
which I have already mentioned — the Member States
must have a clear picture about quotas this year or by
next year at the latest — and a general agreement and
non-discriminatory rules concerning access to the
national waters within the 200 mile zone, with proper
respect being shown to traditional fishing grounds.
Rules and agreements should also be drawn up to
cover these points, and I would be very grateful if the
Commissioner would do his best to ensure that
arrangements of this kind are made with the Member
States in the Council.

I shall conclude on these two important points as it is
getting late. We in the Group of the European
People’s Party are in favour of the Commission’s
reports and of their conditions and explanatory state-
ments and shall be voting accordingly.

(Applause)

President. — I call Mr Provan to speak on behalf of
the European Democratic Group.

Mr Provan. — It is a pleasure to take part in this
debate today, because we have three very useful
reports before Parliament.

I find it significant that these reports should come
forward in such a useful, concise form now: I think it
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is a compliment to the Working Party on Fisheries
which is doing a lot of spade-work in the background
before the results of its efforts reach the Committee on
Agriculture. Thanks to this, we are reaching a great
measure of agreement in committee, and I hope we
shall do so in Parliament as well.

I particularly welcome Mr Kirk’s report and I do so
because I come from a peripheral area of Europe —
the North-East of Scotland — and the fishing industry
is vital to the future of my territory.

What is so attractive about it is that an anomaly that
has existed for the last three years is fecognized in Mr
Kirk’s proposals. It is not recognized yet, however, by
the Commission, though I greatly welcome the fact
that Mr Gundelach has said he will try to achieve
some form of retroactivity for the granting of moder-
nization grants to the inshore fleet. As far as the
British industry is concerned, the proposal to make
modernization projects retroactive to 1977 would
bring enormous benefit. In the Community as a whole,
the number of boats affected is, I believe, about 50 —
many of them from my ports in North-East Scotland.
If the Commission does accept this recommendation,
it will go a long way to remove the anomaly which has
set fishermen against fishermen. It has caused a
tremendous amount of ill-feeling in the industry, and I
submit that the cost of righting this wrong will be
fairly small — probably no more than about
£ 5 million. I am glad, therefore, that Mr Gundelach
has said that he recognizes the problem and will try
and to do something about it.

It has been quite wrong that, owing to the failure to
establish a common fisheries policy, some have bene-
fitted from measures while others have been left out in
the cold. That has been quite unfair, and I am glad
that the delegation of fishermen who came from
North-East Scotland last part-session made a signifi-
cant contribution to Mr Kirk’s proposals which are
now before us. And I can say that it will be gratefully
welcomed.

I also back Mr Kirk’s other basic recommendation in
the report, that the length of boats eligible for a grant
be extended. I personally would like to see the
measurement go up to 36 metres, but I am not going
to quibble about a metre or two when Mr Kirk
suggests 37 metres.

I am strongly in favour of this with regard to my own
area of Scotland, because I believe it is right that we
have to establish a mixed fishing-fleet. This would
have important implications for the fishermen’s safety
as well as economic advantages. We have lost six boats
this year; they were small, possibly overloaded, but in
any case the bigger the boat the greater the chances of
survival and the greater the safety therefore for the
fishermen that go out and do such hazardous work.
The economic advantage of a mixed fleet is that it can

cope with the need to cover greater distances to reach

the fish. .

I believe that in the situation we are in today, with
reduced fisheries because of the conservation measures
that have been adopted, we must not stop the fleet
restructuring itself. We must give help where help is
needed. We, as 2 Community, require fish in the long
term. We, as a Community, have adopted conservation
measures. It is therefore up to us as a Community to
stand by and make sure that the fishermen get proper
assistance to carry on modernizing their fleets, so that
when fish is available in quantity again we have the
capacity of a modernized industry to go and catch it.

There is one worrying, aspect, however, about the
grants and the interim measures, which I still feel
strongly about. When we come to renegotiate the fish-
eries policy, we must include a scrap-and-build policy;
and then I think it will be right for us to make certain
that applications for grants are approved before the
reconstruction or modernization of a boat or
construction of a new boat, begins. I have asked for
retroactivity. I also ask that we prevent these anom-
alies arising in the future, so that fishermen can make
proper provision for the financing of their assets, their
fishing vessels, by being sure of these grants before the
work begins.

The other important thing that Mr Kirk highlights in
his report is in paragraph 3, where he asks for
adequate Community measures such as I have just
spoken about to prevent individual states from assist-
ing their own fleet. It would be quite wrong for the
Community to allow this to happen. I appeal to Mr
Gundelach to provide me with an answer to a question
that I asked two months ago about inequalities among
the Community’s fishing fleets. (I was, in fact, asking
about national subsidies to Community fishing fleets.)

I gather that the answer has been provided, but I
would prevail upon his staff to try and give it in a
more satisfactory manner, because the answer filled a
4-ton van. I do not believe that is a satisfactory way to
give what | would have assumed to be a fairly simple
answer.

I now turn to Mr Buchou’s report, which again is
highly commendable. The aspect I am interested in
raising this afternoon concerns vessels of the Spanish
fishing fleet operating in EEC waters. We must ensure
that the catch restrictions presently in force for these
vessels are rigidly applied. Any quotas granted must be
at levels consistent with our policy on the conservation
of fish stocks. When Spain does join the Community,
one must ensure that these catch restrictions are
continued until the Community is absolutely certain
that our fish stocks can bear the additional catches
which their increased fishing effort would occasion.
The potential of the Spanish fleet is quite frightening.
They have 2 100 deep-water fishing-boats — more
than the deepwater boats of all the other Community
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countries put together — and Parliament should be
aware of the implications of this. Nevertheless, the
view of Spain’s potential in our waters, especially in
the area I am interested in, which is the North Sea,
must be qualified by the fact that, since it requires
approximately 1 tonne of oil to catch 1 tonne of fish
and since Spain is a long way from the North Sea, it is
unlikely, because of increasing energy costs, that the
Spanish fleet will be able to afford much fishing in the
North Sea.

Another aspect of Mr Buchou’s report covers the
Canadian measures and the common resources off
Greenland. I have very little to say about this, because
I think Mr Buchou has put it very succinctly in his
report. We as a Community have problems with some
of the Canadian agreements on the import of fish, but
I think we should leave that for another day.

In Mr Lynge’s very useful report, we have discussions
on the Norwegian quota for herring in the Skagerak,
and this quota has been doubled. I am concerned —
and I would like some assurance from the Commission
on this point — that over-fishing of this stock should
not affect our Community stocks in the North Sea,
because I believe that that stock, rather like Members
of the European Parliament, is peripatetic: It moves
from the North Sea into Norwegian waters and it
moves back again. I do not think that the science of
this is sufficiently well known, and I should like an
assurance from the Commission that the proportion of
the stock that is moving is not so great that we are
giving away part of our very, very scarce herring
stocks from the North Sea.

The other aspect of the Norwegian problem which Mr
Lynge highlights in his report is the very abrupt way in
which our haddock fishing was stopped in their waters
last year. Literally at one week’s notice, we were told
that there was to be no more fishing for haddock in
that area, and this caused havoc in some of our
Community fishing-ports. We must try to negotiate
proper long-term arrangements so that that sort of
problem does not happen again.

Mr President, these are three very useful reports and
we as a group will be supporting them.

(Applause)

President. — I call Mrs Le Roux to speak on behalf
of the Communist and Allies Group.

Mrs Le Roux. — Mr President, I would like to take
the floor on behalf of my French colleagues in the
Communist and Allies Group. Even though we are
fully aware of the need to protect the resources of the
sea and preserve marine species, we cannot but
observe that they are being used here as a pretext to
institute measures which are geared towards a
completely different objective.

What does the Commission in fact propose in the
various regulations submitted to us for an opinion?
The reports of Messrs Buchou and Lynge do show
that the framework agreements with Canada and
Norway will be detrimental to the interests of the fish-
ermen of the European Community since they extend
the rights of these countries to areas which have been
the traditional fishing grounds of Europeans, and
more specifically of French fishermen. This will be
carried out by vessels flying what amount to flags of
convenience. As for the agreement with Spain, its
obvious aim is to prepare for an enlarged Community
which the Commission, like the majority of this
Assembly, continues to support. The expansion of the
Community will, in the fisheries sector, also create
serious if not dramatic problems for French fishermen
operating either on the Mediterranean coast, at Saint-
Jean-de-Luz, in all ports of Brittany or even at Boul-
ogne.

The difficulties between the various partners within
the Community are already considerable, especially
with the extraordinary demands of the British, who
take advantage of the absence of Community regula-
tions in this area to unilaterally impose net sizes or
quotas in zones where French fishermen have aquired
historic rights. The entry of Spain into the Common
Market will further aggravate the difficulties. The
admission of a fleet which, in terms of tonnage, is
equal to if not above that of the entire Community,
within the waters of the Community will decimate
stocks, impede reproduction and hasten the irrevoca-
ble disappearance of species such as hake or Norway
lobster. Furthermore, with low prices in Spain attribu-
table to the low salaries and the subsidies granted by
the Spanish Government, our own fishermen will not
be able to survive.

There is talk of solidarity with the Spanish. In fact, it is
not the Spanish workers who will benefit from this
situation, just a few major companies like Pesca Nova.
The Spanish fishermen themselves are worried, and
they have every cause to be. The Commission itself
recognizes that the enlargement of the Community
will call for the conversion of the fleet and the rede-
ployment of a considerable number of Spanish fisher-
men. The lowering of customs barriers will enable
concerns manufacturing tinned fish to invade the
market, particularly that of France, with highly
competitive products.

‘The measures aimed at restructuring the inshore fish-
ing industry, proposed by the Commission and
welcomed by Mr Kirk in his report will further encour-
age incursions into this sector that is so important for
the economy of my country. Until now, the European
fisheries policy has been applied selectively in favour
of some major fishing and processing companies,
either through the EAGGF or in the form of short-
term economic measures. Today, the measures envis-
aged under the pretext of modernizing and protecting
resources are in fact simply intended to stifle this
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industry. A simple comparison of the non-industrial
and industrial fleets of France and Spain shows to
what extent your proposals are a threat to French
non-industrial fishing at a time when, over the years,
the French fleet has been declining while that of Spain
is growing. Consequently, as in the case of textiles and
the steel industry you want to strike the death knell of
French ‘non-industrial fishing and above all, settle its
burial expenses with a few attempts at modernization.
We simply cannot accept that kind of situation. The
proposal made by Mr Kirk to extend the maximum
length of vessels eligible for modernization from 24 to
37 metres is clear evidence of the trend they would
like us to adopt. We cannot protect our marine
resources by favouring a few big fishing concerns.
Certainly not! If we really want to protect the
Community’s fishermen, to develop this industry
which is important for the food resources of our coun-
tries and even for those countries suffering from
hunger, other measures could be taken. In France, a
little over 50 % of the consumer market is covered by
fish caught by French vessels. This is equivalent to 110
thousand tonnes. With 90 thousand tonnes of imports
from various countries, particularly Great Britain,
French fishermen have to pour back thousands of
tonnes of unsold fish into the sea owing to the clog-
ging of the markets with dumped goods. To remedy
such a situation, we must take action within the
market. Some minimum price in keeping with the costs
of production must be guaranteed for the fishermen.
No imports should be admitted with prices below this
level and there should be a real campaign against
dumping. If we want to fight against the depletion of
fish stocks, we must first of all prohibit the catching of
young fish which are usually caught in hundreds of
thousands of tonnes by the English and Danish among
others, for use in manufacturing fishmeal. Stocks must
also be protected against massive and incessant pollu-
tion. -

As far as we are concerned, and in our country, we
support and will continue to support demands by fisher-
men along these lines, because over and above their
own interest, it is an entire sector of the French econ-
omy, from shipbuilding to foodstuffs processing indus-
tries, that is threatened.

(Applause from the Communist and Allies Group.)

President. — 1 call Mr Brendlund Nielsen to speak
on behalf of the Liberal and Democratic Group.

Mr Brendlund Nielsen. — (DK) Mr President, I
should like to return to the point dealt with by Mr
Gundelach towards the end of his speech, ie. the
current prospects for a common fisheries policy. I
hope that the Council’s agreement in principle will
really result in some serious work in which Parliament
and its committee will also be involved for the rest of
the year, so that we can draw up a real common policy

in this sector. As I have said before, this is the principal
sector, or at least the most obvious sector, where our
technical capacities have become so great that we are
in a position to put a greater burden on our environ-
ment than it can cope with. Thus it is absolutely vital
that the ways in which we exploit these possibilities
should be subject to some system of control and, in my
view, this is one of the things which makes the
Community necessary, i.e. the need for regulations
covering larger areas, for as Mr Gundelach also said,
fish do not recognize the boundaries which have been
fixed. I cannot help remembering, in this connection, a
discussion I took part in during the referendum
campaign in which I mentioned as an example this
very question of fisheries policy. I mentioned the
herring resources, whereupon my counterpart, a
prominent opponent of the Community and a politi-
cian, who has since died, but was an accomplished
debater in his day, immediately took this up and said
that we had had an example of this in Danish politics,
in that there had been talk of what we in Danish call a
‘dead herring’, or in English, a ‘dead duck’. I am sure
the President will remember this debate. My opponent
said that now he had heard something wotse in that
attempts were being made to bring entire shoals of
‘dead herrings’ into the EEC debate. However, I think
we can say in all humility that those of us who thought
that there was a need for some sort of regulation of
this kind have probably been proved right to a certain
extent, and we should now like to see something done
in practical terms in this respect during the remainder
of this ‘year. For this reason, I shall not go too much
into the many details that have been brought up here,
but I should nevertheless like to deal with some of
them.

Mt Kirk mentioned a number of the points which
might be singled out in paragraph 1 of his report. We
must realize that these proposals are intended partly as
a control mechanism, and are partly aimed at bringing
about the reduction of capacity within the fisheries
sector and hence promoting more efficient use in
various respects of the remaining capacity, so that the
necessary steps can be taken to ensure that fishing is
carried out in the most efficient manner and that the
fish caught can be used as efficiently as possible, which
of course means in particular that they will be used as
far as possible for human consumption. The points
discussed include the way in which the fishing fleet
and the vessels themselves can be adopted to cope with
the new demands. The question which is in fact being
discussed in this context is the size of the vessels.
Modernization and conversion subsidies are proposed.
It could be said, not to put too fine a point on it, that
this field has over the years been influenced by a
somewhat unfortunate interplay between a number of
interests which -have no' direct right to become
involved in this question. For example, it cannot be
denied that industry, metalworkers and trade unions
have wished to see the opportunity created for a
large-scale building programme for fishing vessels.
This opportunity was created by means of a series of
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fiscal measures — at least in some countries — which
led to such a strong temptation for outside investment
that they resulted in the building up of a massive
industrial fishing capacity which is perhaps not a good
idea and which, furthermore, is not something which
is particularly in keeping with the traditions of the
fishing industry. It may, therefore, be difficult now to
reduce 'this capacity in an equitable manner.

Something might perhaps be said in favour of moder-
nizing not only the larger vessels but also the smaller
ones, since in many cases it is those who fish on very
traditional lines which are now finding themselves in
difficulties as a result of the development in this sector.
There is no getting round the fact that one of the
matters of which particular account must be taken in
connection with a common fisheries policy is the tradi-
tional conditions which have existed for many
decades. This also applies in the case of a quite differ-
ent matter, i.e. the distribution of quotas and fishing
grounds.

I do not intend to go into these questions in detail, but
should merely like to stress that we must work
towards adapting the capacity and making more effi-
cient use of the fish caught. For this reason I can also
give my support to the principle of aid for the freezing
of fish etc., on the vessels themselves and making grea-
ter use of this technique so that we can make more
efficient use of the limited resources. I also think Mr
Kirk is right in drawing attention in his report to
marketing and possibilities for sale. This is also an
important factor, in my view, and even if it is true to
say that there are many organizations — indeed, in
many cases there is perhaps also pressure from lobbies
— I nevertheless welcome the fact that an organiza-
tion has now been set up which includes organizations
of producers in the fisheries sector in most of the
countries of the Community, so that in many cases the
fishermen themselves can play a part in establishing a
better system of marketing and controlling the various
associated factors.

Having mentioned consideration of traditional condi-
tions, I should also like to mention the situation in
Greenland which has been brought to our attention
and which Mr Lynge has dealt with both today and in
committee. It is in the case of Greenland that it
becomes particularly obvious that we must take
account of and accord considerable priority to the
traditional situation, since it is also a fact that in
Greenland there are not many alternative ways of
making a living open to persons currently working in
the fishing industry. For this reason, it is even more
important in Greenland than elsewhere in the
Community that consideration of age-old established
traditions should be taken as a point of departure for a
fisheries policy.

There is also another question, namely the situation as
regards third countries, which Mr Gundelach went
into in great detail. I also noticed how well balanced
his treatment of this subject was, since it is obviously

extremely difficult to strike the right balance between
avoiding imports into the Community on a scale which
would cause considerable market disturbances and, on
the other hand, obtaining a certain amount of
compensation in the form of the right for Community
fishermen to fish in traditional areas. However, I do
not think I shall go into any more of these questions.
Thus I should like to finish as I began by saying that I
look forward now to extensive and constructive coop-
eration with a view to eventually establishing a
comprehensive, cohesive and healthy common fisher-
1es policy.

President. — I call Mrs Ewing to speak on behalf of
the Group of European Progressive Democrats.

Mrs Ewing. — Mr President, I too would like to
express thanks to the Fisheries Working Party and to
say that my group supports and welcomes these three
reports as being factual and practical. A part of my
constituency is the area contiguous to that of Mr
Provan along the north-east coast of Scotland, the
Aberdeen north-east coast as we call it, and since Mr
Provan’s detailed comments apply equally well to that
part of my constituency, I therefore have no need to
repeat them. It has been the case as Commissioner
Gundelach well knows from many conversations we
have had and correspondence we have exchanged that
this subject has been the cause of much heart-ache and
resentment as puzzled communities have seen one
application accepted and an identical one, perhaps
even of a brother, in respect of a boat built in the same
yard on the same day being refused, although the two
men may have had the same skills. That kind of thing
in small communities causes untold burning resent-
ment against the EEC. If we can remove some of the
unfairness and anomalies that have surrounded these
grants in the way that has been suggested by Mr Kirk,
I think we can really help everyone, apart from the
actual beneficiaries.

It is not a good thing to have such obvious anomalies.
However I think Commissioner Gundelach is well
acquainted with the type of anomalies I have
mentioned and I am very grateful to him for indicating
that he is sympathetic to Mr Kirk’s proposals, which
would solve the problem.

I would like to say also that in a previous question to
Commissioner Gundelach I did promise that I would
provide him with information in my possession about
different interest rates that the Member States applied
or allowed to the boatbuilding industry. This greatly
affects the cost of boats and gives some of Europe’s
fishermen a great advantage over others. I did send Mr
Gundelach a copy and asked him if, at some point, he
would provide us with a clear and perhaps not too
long statement on the various types of subsidy or aid
granted by each Member State. For example, I am told
by the Scottish Fishermen’s Federation that last year
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Germany granted its fishermen fifteen million as
against two million granted by the United Kingdom to
its fishermen. I am also informed by my federation
that in France a fuel subsidy is granted. I am not
objecting to this because in fact it is precisely the kind
of subsidy that my fishermen have frequenty asked for.
[ think it would of great assistance to us if, before we
have the common fisheries policy, we could have a
clear picture of where we all stand. In fact it would not
make sense to begin devising a common fisheries
policy until we all know how equal or unequal we are.
It is, for example, absolutely essential to establish
whether or not hidden subsidies are being granted in
defiance of the Treaty of Rome. I'would therefore
echo Mr Provan’s request for information in this
important area.

On the question of Spain, I welcome what Mr Kirk
has said. This issue does concern me. The statistics are
already well known. This enormous fleet, 252 % the
size of the British fleet, is going to have to go some-
where. I quite agree that the cost of fuel is going to
make it rather unlikely that the whole fleet will come
into the North Sea, but, if I could just quote the case
of Irish waters, 20 Spanish vessels have been arrested
there since the beginning of 1980 with seems to indi-
cate that they do find it worthwile to come as far as
the North Sea. There have also been instances of such
illegal fishing in Scottish waters. Sometimes of course
the vessel cannot be caught and then it is just put
down to fishermen’s tales. However, there are so
many fishermen’s tales that one really has to start
taking them very seriously. This is, after all, a matter
of some concern. We do not seem to be getting from
anyone a clear statement, a promise to us, that the
Community waters will not be faced with a situation
where the stocks cannot support these extra boats.
Some will undoubtedly wish to come. When I was
happily a member of the parliamentary delegation to
the Lomé Convention, I made a speech on fishing
from the point of view of the Lomé countries. I under-
stand that my suggestion was welcomed. Although
Commissioner Cheysson was not present during my
speech I did have discussions with him. He thought my
proposals were sensible. I suggested in my speech in
Lomé that it was ridiculous that in a world in which
many of the people were starving, this great source of
protein should be so extensively fished by Korean,
Russian and Japanese fleets; and that it would be to
the great interest of our Lomé friends if they could
obtain technical assistance from the EEC on many
parts of their coasts. It seems obvious that close
contacts could be ‘established with the African coastal
states; the Spanish could provide them with technical
expertise, they would have access to the waters and
this would surely be a better thing for the African
countries than just watching the Russians, Japanese
and Koreans scooping up the fish off their shores. If
we are not careful the southern hemisphere will even-
. tually be as gravely endangered as the northern hemi-
sphere.

Now I would like to see more discussion of this practi-
cal solution to the problem of Spanish entry, which I
want to put on record; I most warmly welcome
enlargement, I have always been on record as saying
that; I am particularly fond of the Spanish people and
1 welcome their entry to the EEC but I do feel that we
have got to look at the practicalities. I think Commis-
sioner Gundelach has indicated his concern for this
aspect in many speeches in the past.

I would now like to make a few general observations
on this matter of a global solution, which my colleague
from the Christian Democrats discussed. In trying to
reach a global solution I think we have to accept that
overall EEC control is a necessary ingredient; and
here 1 have a suggestion for the consideration of
Members of this House: I suggest a cross-fertilization
of fishery inspectors. Now the fishery inspector is
never really regarded as a friend by fishermen; in their
view, after all, the inspector is someone who makes
them obey the rules; certainly in my area the fishery
inspection is very tough. What I am suggesting is that
we send a Scots inspector over to Danish ports and
that perhaps Denmark, or France, could return the
compliment. In this way I think it would do much to
reduce the suspicion that all fishermen nurture, which
is that the other fellow is not obeying the rules; and I
think that solution could be looked at very seriously.

I would, of course, like to support Mr Lynge in his.
natural desire to protect his great constituency, the
only one larger than my own, because, as has been
pointed out, Greenland has no other choice; but many
parts of my very large area, including scores of inha-
bited islands, are in precisely the same position. Some
islands are totally dependent on fishing and if we do
not get a fair deal there are going to be ghost commu-
nities round the north of Scotland and the west of
Scotland, because there is no mainland alternative for
them. My own town of Lossiemouth is a case in point,
and it is not nearly so remote as many other places
which would suffer. So when we are looking at these
arrangements with Canada and the Faroes, I hope that
it will be remembered that the criterion of total
dependence affects a great part of my area.

While we are on the subject of Canada, I am sure
Commissioner Gundelach will be aware of the
dramatic effect of Canadian imports on the Hebridean
lobster fishing industry. This is a burning issue, and is
really destroying fishermen’s faith in any hope of
achieving justice from a common fisheries’ policy. Our
fishing industry, contrary to the view expressed by the
Communist speaker, is in such a grim situation, that
these normally gentle men are talking in militant
terms. We have had a blockade once before, and it is
beginning to be considered again. I do not accept the
points made by the Communist speaker. British waters
contain two thirds of the catch, and two thirds of that
are in Scottish waters. So when we are offered 23 %
against that, how on earth can the Communist speaker
say we would benefit? On the contrary, in the case of
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my area, if we had had the normal coastal preference
that all maritime nations enjoy, the industry would be
in a very prosperous position and we would not be
hearing all these fears for the survival of communities.

I am sure it is not the wish of this Community to sit
idly by while many happy, stable island communities
turn into graveyards; but unless we get justice that is
precisely what will happen. I therefore welcome these
three reports as a step in the right direction: I wish the
Commissioner well in a task I would not like to have:
and [ hope that he manages to find solutions to all our
problems. Thank you.

President. — I call Mr Kirk.

Mr Kirk, rapporteur. — (DK) Mr President, I
should like to say that I am always glad that when this
Parliament discusses fisheries, people usually manage
to keep political ideologies out of the debate.
However, Mrs Le Roux, who is unfortunately not
present at the moment, is once more, I see, coming up
with what are more or less political slogans in connec-
tion with fisheries problems within the Community. I
should like to stress most emphatically that my report
contains no attempts whatsoever to promote the inter-
ests of any major company or companies, but goes
very deeply into the problems arising from the difficul-
ties facing the Community fishing fleet. We are trying
to find a concrete solution to some of these problems.

What I should like to say in this debate concerns more
the agreement concluded with the Faroe Islands by the
Commission on behalf of the Community. I should
like to say to the rapporteur, Mr Lynge, that I was
pleased at his remarks and the great understanding he
showed for the problems of the people of the Faroe
Islands in the fisheries sector. However, I must also
say that I do not quite understand the situation which
has recently arisen in connection with the agreement
concluded by the Community with the Faroe Islands
as regards shrimp fishing off the east coast of Green-
land, for which the Faroe Islands have received
authorization on an experimental basis. I should there-
fore be very glad if the Commission could confirm
that it is intended that the Faroe Islands should be able
to fish for shrimps off the east coast of Greenland on
an experimental basis without quotas, and that this
experimental fishery is not to be regarded as of
purely scientific interest but is rather commercial
experimental fishery aimed at finding out in the course
of 1980 what resources can be found in the area in
question, as otherwise I have totally misunderstood
the entire discussion of the agreement with the Faroe
Islands and the Commission’s answer in the Com-
mittee on Agriculture.

A second point to which I should like to draw atten-
tion is that, in my view, we in the Community are
under a considerable obligation to make use of the

resources available to us in Community waters in the
most rational and responsible manner possible. I
cannot therefore understand the attitudes and argu-
ments put forward, particularly by Greenland, regard-
ing this experimental fishery, and it is a fact that the
area in which this shrimp fishing is being carried out
now in 1980 is unnavigable two years out of four
because of ice. Thus we are in a situation where the
stocks are protected by a natural mechanism.

It is also a fact that scientific knowledge concerning
these stocks is nil, and as far as my own knowledge of
fish stocks is concerned, when a new stock is to be
fished, I think it is very rare — or to be more accurate
I think it has never occurred in history — that it has
been possible to fish a stock so intensively in the
course of a single year as to reduce it to a level where
its survival is threatened. I should therefore like to
recommend the Community to be aware of the prob-
lems facing the Faroe Islands in the fisheries sector
and to try and make fishing as easy as possible for the
people of these islands, particularly in an area that no
one else in the Community is able to fish in 1980. We
should, I think, be grateful to the people of the Faroe
Islands for the development of fisheries in the waters
of Greenland which has taken place over the years. I
am convinced that if it had not been for the Faroese
fishermen in the waters off Greenland, our knowledge
of the fish resources in this vast area would not be
what it is today.

Finally, I should like to say to Mrs Ewing as regards
the question of the islands which she says are turning
into graveyards that we must certainly be careful not
to get into a situation where we try to export the prob-
lems from one Member State to another. The chief
characteristic of the entire fisheries situation, as I see
it, is the very fact that there is very rarely an alterna-
tive occupation in those areas where fishing is the
main industry. Thus it is more or less immaterial
whether we are talking about fishing which is threa-
tened on a Scottish island or fishing which is threa-
tened in another part of the Community, since only in
very rare cases will the people concerned be able to
find an alternative way of making a living. I was there-
fore pleased to hear Mr Gundelach say that a proposal
for an overall solution to the problems might well be
forthcoming in July, and I hope that we will be able to
strike an appropriate balance as regards the problems
facing us so that we will not end up in a situation
where we will simply be trying to shuffle the problems
off on to each other.

(Applause)

President. — I call Mr Bauersby.

Mr Battersby. — Mr President, I would firstly like to
congratulate the three rapporteurs on the very high
technical quality of their reports. Fishing is a highly
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complex technical, economic and political industry
operated by highly skilled and very courageous indivi-
dualists, and our reports and opinions here on fishing
must be worthy of their confidence and respect. I
would also like to congratulate Mr Gundelach on the
clarity and expertise of his reply.

The basic principle behind Regulation 1852/78, which
is an interim measure aimed at assisting the inshore
fleet in regions highly dependent on fisheries in the
time gap between the expiry of Regulation 1764 —
this took place in 1978 — and the coming into force of
a common fisheries policy, is a very worthy one, even
if the funds available have so far been inadequate for
the task allocated to the actual measure. But, as Mr
Kirk has said, it doesn’t go far enough and further
regulations must go much further. In this same interim
period the middle and distant-water fleets, which are
much smaller in total number of vessels but often have
boats manned by larger crews, have also needed help
and very little has been forthcoming. In future this
sector must be covered by adequate legislation.

I would now like to mention just one or two numbers
to bring things into perspective. The inshore fleet in
the Community northern waters has about 28 000
boats under 24 metres and employs about 70 000 full
and part-time men. The 1 500 to 1 600 vessels over this
length, which are mainly in the 24 to 36-metre range,
employ about 12 000 full-time men. 30 000 boats are
probably enough for the task, and I fully support Mr
Provan’s plea for a scrap and build policy. While on
this subject I would like to add a technical caution on
overengining, i.e. putting in too powerful engines,
because horse power is a much more important factor
in trawling than the length of the boat.

However, to return to the distant-water fleet, in 1973
there were well over 1850 vessels over 24 metres at
sea in the northern waters, and then came the tragic
and, for many individuals, disastrous contraction of
the distant-water trawler fleets. For example, in my
own constituency of Humberside we have lost almost
an entire fleet and the French grande péche fleet has
almost vanished. Nobody is fishing Iceland any more,
and the Grand Banks of Newfoundland have very few
Community boats on them. We have to recognize that
the French industry has suffered a great deal. In fact
every nation in the Community has suffered: the cost
of oil in the 200-mile zones has seen to that. The
middle and distant-water sector with its larger engines
and longer voyages is probably affected more than the
inshore fleet by today’s very high fuel costs, but both
sectors are today caught in a tight financial squeeze
and I am anxiously awaiting a statement from the
Commission, as promised by Commissioner Burke, on
a Community fuel subsidy which must be not only fair
but meaningful. We want practical action here, not
political action,

No man, however efficient, can compete against third
country dumping at prices below his operating costs. I

welcome the new tariffs on block and whole frozen
fish. However, the fish trade is a cost-sensitive trade,
and the balance is sufficiently delicate to warrant care-
ful adjustment of the tariffs, in my opinion, at least
once a month. In this the Commission, I am quite sure,
bears in mind the processing and other shore-based
elements in the trade. This side employs more people
than the catching sector and I do not envy Mr Gunde-
lach his balancing act in the fish trade.

However, Commissioner, you must keep the fisher-
men in business until we have the common fisheries
policy operating, especially in providing catching
opportunities for our larger vessels. This brings us up
against the quota problem. We restrict entry into our
own zone. The Soviet Union, Poland and the DDR no
longer fish in our waters, which is to our benefit. Spain
is tghtly controlled. Therefore we must accept restric- -
tions on our entry to other countries’ zones, but as a
major importer of industrial and consumer goods we
must bargain very strongly for higher quotas of fish
for human consumption in the waters of third coun-
tries, and I welcome Mr Gundelach’s remarks on this
particular matter.

It is, as you know, a difficult task to produce a
common fishing policy. If I went into all the points I
could probably go on all evening, but there is one area
where I think the industry does need a lot of help, and
that is marketing. Fish does not sell itself and there is
wide scope for encouraging an increase in consump-
tion. I am sure that it can be increased, with fish at the
right price in competition with other less energy-inten-
sive protein foods.

There is one other point — I have spoken a lot about
the fleet in northern waters; I feel that the Commis-
sion must now begin working also on a Mediterranean
fisheries policy to include Italy, Greece and the French
Mediterranean fishing industry, so that when enlarge-
ment takes place, we are prepared and do not fall into
the same chaos we have been suffering over the past
few years in the northern waters, for lack of a fishing
policy.

Finally, I would like to say, as chairman of the work-
ing Group on Fisheries, that the Commission has been
most cooperative in advising the group at our meet-
ings. This cooperation will, I hope, intensify over the
next crucial months. It is the intention of this Parlia-
ment to be closely involved in the common fisheries
policy in all its aspects. As Mr Buchou and Mr Helms
have both said, we must have draft documents hot
from the press and not receive them after the crucial
decisions have been taken. As you will have recog-
nized from the reports before you, we have a lot of
expertise to contribute, and we intend — and I am
sure that Mr Gundelach approves of our intent — to
play our full role in formulating the common fisheries
policy. We must have a common fisheries policy within
this year, Mr Gundelach, otherwise we are heading
for disaster.
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President. — I call Mr Lynge.

Mr Lynge, rapportenr. — (DK) Mr President, I
should like to make a few remarks to Mr Gundelach,
Mr Buchou and Mr Kirk.

As regards the Canada agreement, I think the three of
us have been talking a litle at cross purposes in
connection with what it states concerning the informa-
tion with which the Greenland authorities are to be
provided. When I saw what was said in Mr Buchou’s
report, I tabled an amendment to the effect that this
passage should be deleted on the grounds that I know
for a fact that the Greenland authorities were in fact
present and were consulted when the agreement with
Canada was concluded. The reason why this is not
stated explicitly is that the Commission is, of course,
observing our law on home rule which states that
Denmark is responsible for matters of foreign policy.
The Commission, so to speak, officially recognizes
only Denmark, but representatives of Greenland take
part in the meetings too, as in the case of the agree-
ment with Canada, which is why I tabled the amend-
ment.

However, I should nevertheless like to draw attention
to one point concerning notification of the Greenland
authorities, particularly as regards Norwegian experi-
mental shrimp fishing in 1979. It is an unfortunate fact
that the Greenland authorities were not notified of
this. The ombudsman was not notified, nor were the
Ministry for Greenland or the Ministry of Defence,
L.e. the inspectorate. The inspectorate even went so far
as to try and seize a Norwegian shrimping vessel,
which was fishing legally and produced a Community
licence to prove it, which nobody had any knowledge
of. I should like to stress in this connection that I am
not attacking the Commission, but I am pointing out
that there is a communication problem which is proba-
bly due to internal governmental factors in Denmark.

As regards Mr Kirk’s criticism of the views I have put
forward concerning unlimited experimental fisheries
by the Faroe Islands, he says that he cannot under-
stand Greenland’s point of view. I should like to say
that the discussion between him and myself certainly
does not belong in this House, but in view of what has
been said, I should like to point out that what Green-
land wanted in this respect was that experimental
shrimping of Greenland in 1980 should be split into
four quotas each of 25001, one for Greenland, one
for Denmark, one for the Faroes and one for Norway,
making 10000t in all. Thus it cannot be said that
10000 t is a great deal in what would appear to be a
very considerable stock. This may of course be the
case, but the view was that since the stock has not as
yet been biologically determined, this figure of
10 000 t was felt to be advisable for this year. I might
also point out to Mr Kirk that this is also the view
currently taken by both the Danish Government and
the Greenland authorities and which I also support. If

we intend to argue any more about this point, I think
we should do it outside in the corridor.

President. — I call Mr Gundelach.

Mr Gundelach, Vice-President of the Commission.
— (DK) Mr President, I should first of all like to
thank Mr Lynge for clarifying the question of infor-
mation to the Greenland authorities and their partici-
pation in drawing up the terms for negotiation etc. I
think this is very gratifying that this question has been
cleared up. It is true that there were communication
problems in the Danish Government regarding experi-
mental shrimping in the waters of Greenland in 1979,
but I think we have learnt from this since. That was
the first point I wished to make.

The next concerns the same subject. I should like to
assure Mr Kirk that the experimental fishing carried
out by the Faroe Islands is not subject to any quantita-
tive restrictions: it is the Norwegians who are subject
to such restrictions. What will happen in the future is
another matter, but one which we must dlSCUSS when
the time comes.

My next point is addressed to Mr Helms who appears
to think that the Commission has never submitted
proposals for a common fisheries policy. This surprises
me somewhat, since both this Parliament and the
previous European Parliament have discussed the
Commission’s interrelated proposals for a common
fisheries policy on various occasions, and, broadly
speaking, have given it very firm support. We did not
propose anything for 1980, as the political situation
did not warrant any such proposals. However, this is
not the same thing as not having a common fisheries
policy. We have indeed had one, and now that it has
become apparent, thanks partly to our own press that
it is politically possible for a proposal on quotas to
receive some serious consideration, we are submitting
such a proposal. This is something else which I would
like to make perfectly clear on this occasion.

I was asked a specific question regarding the implica-
tions of the increased quotas contained in third coun-
try agreements for our conservation policy for herring
in the North Sea; Denmark on behalf of the Commu-
nity, Norway and Sweden as regards the Skagerrak.
The reason why the quota for Norway has had to be
increased is that Norway’s contribution to the herring
stock in the Skagerrak is now greater than it used to
be as it includes the herring in the deep Norwegian
fjords. Having said this, I should like to stress that no
marine biologist has expressed any misgivings what-
soever regarding the effects of these revised figures on
herring policy in the North Sea. Indeed, there appears
to be a tendency to think that herring fishing in the
Skagerrak area could even be increased slightly. We
will know more on this subject in due course.
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Attention has been drawn to the fact that, in our rela-
tions with Norway as regards fishing, a sudden halt
was called to haddock fishing last year. A request was
made for some kind of arrangement so that this sort of
problem does not happen again, and I must say quite
frankly that if something of this kind can happen, it is
the Community’s own fault since it has not until last
year been willing to introduce extensive compulsory
reporting of catches, which means that others must
make checks on our fishing and intervene if we exceed
the figures specified and fail to give the slightest indi-
cation that we are keeping to the commitments we
ourselves have entered into. Compulsory reporting by
all the Member States of all fish caught has now been
introduced this year, and it should therefore be possi-
ble, when this system comes into operation, to avoid
situations of this kind, which are, of course, extremely
undesirable. At the same time, it will be possible to
avoid too much overfishing in one Member State or
another, and finally to guarantee more uniform moni-
toring of fishing in all the Member States, fishing by
all the Member States in the waters of third countries
and fishing by third countries in our waters.

President. — The debate is closed. The motion for a
resolution will be put to the vote at the next voting
time.

13. Urgent procedure

President. — 1 have received from Mr Fergusson on
behalf of the European Democratic Group, Mr
Blumenfeld on behalf of the Group of the European
People’s Party (CD Group), Mr Haagerup on behalf
of the Liberal and Democratic Group and Mrs Ewing
on behalf of the Group of European Progressive
Democrats a motion for a resolution (Doc. 1-263/80),
with request for urgent debate pursuant to Rule 14 of
the Rules of Procedure, on the violation of the French
embassy in Monrovia. ‘

The reasons supporting this request for urgent debate
are contained in the document itself.

Parliament will be consulted on the request for urgent
debate at the beginning of tomorrow’s sitting.

14. Communication on the Luster report on the Rules of
Procedure (Doc. 1-148/80)

President. — The President of the sitting of Monday,
16 June stated that one of the reasons for proposing
the postponement of the Luster report until a later
part-session lay in translation problems raised by the
text of the motion for a resolution contained in the
report. A corrigendum, which will be distributed

shortly, has been drawn up in four of the official
languages in order to harmonize the texts.

I propose that 12 noon on Friday, 27 June be fixed as
the new deadline for the tabling of amendments to the
corrected text, on the understanding that the amend-
ments previously tabled are void.

Since there are no objections, that is agreed.

15. Aid to producers in the bops sector for 1979

President. — The next item is the report (Doc.
1-251/80), drawn up by Mr Davern on behalf of the
Committee on Agriculture, on the

proposal from the Commission to the Council (Doc.
1-231/80) for a regulation laying down in respect of hops
the amount of aid to producers for the 1979 harvest.

I cali Sir Henry Plumb.

Sir Henry Plumb, deputy rapporteur. — Mr President,
I regret very much that Mr Davern is not present
today to present the report which has been debated by
the Committee on Agriculture. To take a look at the
figures in 1979: world production of hops, at 115 800
tonnes, was 2 200 tonnes short of the brewing indus-
try’s requirements, with the result that world reserve
stocks were as much as 3 % below the normal. That
lead to substantial price increases, and the principal
beneficiary was the world’s leading hop exporter, the
Federal Republic of Germany. In the same period
Community production was 44 800 tonnes, which was
an increase of 2 100 tonnes on the 1978 production
figures, and this in spite of the fact that there was a
reduction of 615 hectares in the area under hops in the
Community: that is to say, 24 658 hectares in 1979,
compared with 25 273 hectares in 1978. So if the 1980
harvest yields are normal, at around 1-46 tonnes per
hectare, production will fall short of the world brew-
ing industry’s requirements, resulting in a small but
significant increase in prices. It is therefore important
to curtail, or at least avoid an over-rapid extension in,
acreage; world market stability is dependent on this.
For this reason, the fact that the Commission is reserv-
ing the right to present new proposals to the Council
to control acreage would seem more than justified.

One must not forget that, whereas there is an annual
increase in world beer production of 3 %, the demand
for hops is only 1 %, this being mainly due to techni-
cal improvements in the use of hops. In 1979 pro-
ducers’ income per hectare, excluding Community aid,
rose by 22 % and total returns to the hop producer
developed more favourably, from 13 436 to 17237
units of account, which was an overall increase of
29%. In 1979 there were 6701 producers in the
Community, of whom 6 112 were associated in recog-
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nized producer groups, and those same groups have
played a vital role in the Community programme of
restructuring.

Adeguate supplement, however, must be provided for
producers who are working on advanced contracts, as
prices in this sector have remained at the 1977
programme level. The Commission proposals, there-
fore, not only to provide adequate supplement to
growers, but also to pursue market stability through
recognized producer groups and to rationalize pro-
duction by a different aid, would appear equitable —
particularly in view of world market trends and the
improved level of producer income. This proposal is
also a good example of how a reduction in agricultural
spending can be achieved by carefully planned and
monitored production or rationalization. It is for these
reasons that we ask this House to support the motion
contained in the report.

President. — I call Mr Sutra to speak on behalf of the
Socialist Group.

Mr Sutra. — (F) Mr President, ladies and gentle-
men, I shall very briefly present two amendments. I
should point out that the report before us was adopted
almost unanimously by the Committee on Agriculture
in the afternoon of the day before yesterday. I was the
only member to abstain because, although I feel this is
a good report, there is still some room for improve-
ment. After the discussions held by the Committee on
Agriculture we tabled the first amendment, which
proposes that we should adopt a still more cautious
approach towards further hop planting. The Commis-
sion representative who attended the committee meet-
ing the day before yesterday told us that the Commis-
sion was in favour of such an approach but that the
idea had not been followed through by the Council.
This amendment will be put before you in order to
strengthen the Commission’s caution. We feel that it is
essential if we are to maintain the situation on the
European and world market, which is fairly well
balanced, and our proposal will ensure that it will
continue this way. Amendment No 1 is justified by the
fact that, as the Commission itself admits, there are no
official statistics on stocks, in particular on commercial
stocks in breweries. We therefore request that the land
under hops should be kept at its 1979 level for another
year, at the end of which the situation in the hops
sector should be examined jointly with the Commis-
sion on the basis of proposals from the latter.

The second amendment is different since its implica-
tions are regional. It does not relate to the destruction
of the European and world markets but to the specific
problem of Alsace. The amount of land under hops in
Alsace has fallen over the past four years from 1 050 to
470 hectares, in other words over half Alsace’s hop
fields have disappeared. The deficiency payments
scheme at present in operation has therefore not

protected Alsace’s growers against distortions result-
ing from monetary difficulties and competition. We
therefore ask the Commission to consider drafting a
special regulation to ensure the protection of what
little remains on the basis of guaranteed incomes for
the hop farmers. We are, sadly, acting rather late, but
we must protect what little remains of Alsace’s hop

fields.

I hope, Mr President, that the rapporteur will accept
these amendments, the first of which serves only to
consolidate the report before us, while the second
deals specifically with the extremely difficult situation
of hop producers in Alsace.

President. — I call Mr De Keersmaeker to speak on
behalf of the European People’s Party (CD Group).

Mr De Keersmaeker. — (NL) Mr President, Mr
Commissioner, I should like to say straight away that I
am in favour of the Commission proposals discussed in
this report. In the present circumstances, the proposed
measures meet the need to guarantee a reasonable
income for hop producers and provide for involving
the producer groups in the establishment of a lasting
equilibrium between supply and demand and making a
selection with regard to varieties.

I believe, however, that we cannot pass over this ques-
tion without once again pointing out the very difficult
and lengthy period of crisis this sector has gone
through in the European Community. In some
Member States, including my own country Belgium,
this crisis has been much more serious than in others;
in one of the two Belgian hop-growing areas hop
production has even fallen so much that in regional

terms this industry is now hardly of any importance at
all.

We know that at one time in West Germany there was
a certain amount of irresponsible planting which
considerably upset the market situation. I shouid like
to stress that now and in the future we should, in
applying the various policy instruments, take account
of these regional situations and of the need to main-
tain equilibrium in this sector at regional level. These
policy instruments are well known: the granting of
aid, selection of varieties and laying down the role of
the producer groups.

I also have a few observations to make with regard to
Mr Sutra’s amendments, particularly with regard to
the second, which is of more general scope. Here, with
regional problems in mind, Mr Sutra proposes a
special arrangement for Alsace, namely the system of
guaranteed incomes instead of the deficiency
payments system in operation in this sector.

Firstly, a consideration of a general nature. We have
here new proposals for a regulation based on the prin-
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ciple of guaranteed incomes for farmers growing hops.

The question is what scheme should be applied to
farmers who also grow other crops and not just hops.
What sort of guaranteed incomes system will we have
to dream up if it is to be balanced and fair? If special
schemes are to be introduced, I oo should like to put
my own country forward as a candidate for being
covered by them, since what has been said about
Alsace is perhaps even more true of Belgium. I put
forward these objections because I want thorough
consideration to be given before we introduce systems
of which we do not know all the implications. This in
no way detracts from the validity of Mr Sutra’s
concern for Alsace to which I would add my concern
for the hop situation in Belgium. '

A further amendment, amendment No 1, is aimed
at freezing the areas planted in 1979. If I am not

mistaken, Mr Gundelach, on the basis of what we_

know about the market and the level of demand the
situation is that there may perhaps be room — we
must approach this with a certain caution — for new
plantings. In the sector concerned, figures have even
been mentioned of between 900 and 1 000 hectares. If
we freeze areas, however, we must be careful that a
certain amount of demand is not lost at world level.
We have a potential to defend here. It must be remem-
bered that caution is called for in handling such a
drastic measure. And then there is another considera-
tion, the restriction on planting applies to producer
groups and not to those who have not joined producer
groups. The Council has rejected a Commission
proposal in order to find a more balanced solution.
Does the Commission have any new-ideas or new
initiatives on this point?

President. — I call Sir Henry Plumb.

Sir Henry Plumb, deputy-rapporteur. — 1 would like
to comment very briefly on the two amendments that
have been tabled by Mr Sutra. As Mr Sutra said
himself in committee, there was overwhelming support
for the motion which is now before the House. With
regard to Mr Sutra’s first amendment, we feel that it is
irrelevant to the problem of aid to producers. I tried to
make it clear in my presentation that acreage has been
brought under control to a large extent and income
increased through the freeze on the hop acreage that

. we have already introduced and that any further move

in this direction would consequently be unnecessary.

On the second part of this amendment, each year the
Commission submits to Parliament a report on the
situation of the hop market, in both the EEC and the
rest of the world, and so again, as I see it, that part of
the amendment is irrelevant and I could not support it.

In his second amendment, the aid granted to produ-
cers is intended to guarantee a fair income. Conse-
quently, the demand by Mr Sutra should have already

been satisfied in the present basic regulation. There-
fore 1 cannot support the second amendment either.

If I may make one final point in this connection, I am
happy to say that I have received from Mr Lange, the
chairman of the Committee on Budgets, approval from
his committee for the expenditure on hops.

President. — I call Mr Gundelach.

Mr Gundelach, Vice-President of the Commission. —
(DK) Mr President, I should like to thank Sir Henry
Plumb and the other speakers in this debate for the
reception they have given to the committee’s report on
the Commission proposal on aid to producers in the
hops sector for 1979. As Sir Henry Plumb rightly said,
what we have here is an agricultural sector which is a
prime example of how to achieve a satisfactory balance
bearing in mind both the budget and the interests of
producers and consumers; as a result, what used to be
a rather delicate sector is now in the best of health.

I shall not go into the various considerations brought
up in the report; that is something which can reason-
ably be left to the honourable Members themselves, as
the previous speakers have shown. I shall .merely.
comment on the proposed amendments themselves. I
do not think that there is any need for us to continue
specifying limits on the amount of land set aside for
the cultivation of hops, provided that the overwhelm-
ing majority of producers are members of producer
groups and have no intention of extending the area
under cultivation. So without the inflexibility inevita-
ble in such a system — and which may be necessary
under certain circumstances, but is not for the time
being — the cooperation we now have is such as to
make one fairly sure that the situation will not get out
of control, and I do not therefore think it necessary to
continue the rigid arrangement.

As regards the special conditions obtaining in Alsace,
and possibly in other places as well, I shall certainly
study the problem, but I cannot hold out any promise
at the moment for the submission of a special proposal
for regulations on the basis of special problems in one
area or another. I have always thought that the
Common Agricultural Policy should take account of
regional problems, but I do, not think that market
organizations can be instituted on the basis of condi-
tions obtaining in one or two particular areas.

President. — I call Mr Sutra.

Mr Sutra. — (F) There is a point I should like to
clear up, Mr President. The fact is that the amend-
ments which have been tabled seek to expand the text
and not replace it. I said at the start that we were satis-
fied with the report and there is no need to replace it



|
Sitting of Thursday, 19 June 1980 243

Sutra

by these amendments which seek only to expand it. I
have looked at the texts in several languages, and in
French and German, and everywhere these amend-
ments are down as seeking to replace the text. I want
this point to be put on record and the House to be
informed of it at voting time tomorrow.

President. — The debate is closed. The motion for a.

resolution and the amendments which have been
tabled will be put to the vote at voting time tomorrow.

16. Swine fever

President. — The next item is the joint debate on two
reports on swine fever drawn up by Mr Buchou on
behalf of the Committee on Agriculture:

— report (Doc. 1-228/80) on the

proposal from the Commission to the Council (Doc.
1-95/80) for a decision to provide a financial contribution
from the Community towards the -eradication of African
swine fever in Portugal;

— report (Doc. 1-252/80) on the
proposals from the Commission to the Council for:

I — a directive relating to the date of entry into force
of Directive 80/217/EEC introducing Community
measures for the control of classical swine fever

I — a decision introducing Community financial
measures for the control of classical swine fever
(Doc. 1-209/80)

III — a directive amending Directive 64/432/EEC with
regard to swine vesicular disease and swine fever

IV — a directive amending Directive 72/461/EEC with
regard to swine vesicular disease and swine fever

V — a directive amending Directive 80/215/EEC with
regard to swine vesicular disease and classical
swine fever

VI — a directive prolonging certain derogations granted
to Denmark, Ireland and the United Kingdom in
respect of swine fever (Doc. 1-208/80).

I call Mr Buchou.

Mr Buchou, rapporteur. — (F) Mr President, the
Committee on Agriculture has submitted two reports
to Parliament. The first concerns the Commission
proposal for aid towards the eradication of African
swine fever in Portugal. I shall not dwell on the
reasons underlying the proposals, as they are self-
evident. African swine fever is a pernicious and highly
serious disease with considerable economic repercus-
sions, and the entry into the Community of countries
‘with such badly affected livestock is unthinkable. It is
only right, therefore, that we should see to it that Afri-

can swine fever in Portugal is eradicated. The amount
proposed — around 5 million EUA — raised no prob-
lems as far as the committee was concerned, and I
would ask Parliament on behalf of the committee, to
state its approval.

The other report, which also concerns pernicious
diseases affecting pigs, deals with a package of six
directives revolving around three main points. The
first concerns the' adoption of Community measures to
combat classical swine fever. Similar measures should
be adopted throughout the Community, for the yearly
cost of this disease was estimated in 1976 at 36 million
EUA. In Italy and Belgium, where vaccination is
compulsory, vaccination alone costs over 12 million
EUA. But the existence of this disease raises serious
obstacles to trade between Member States which are
affected and those which are not. The first two
proposals for directives therefore seek to make the
methods of controlling classical swine fever generally
applicable, as well as the methods of prevention, on
which the Committee on Agriculure has not
commented.

Another major aspect of the committee’s work was its
examination of three proposals for directives on swine
vesicular disease. Here again, we are faced with a
problem which is both technical and economic. It is
important that we fight against this recent scourge —
it dates from 1973 — and the safest and most effective
method is the heat treatment of meat. This method
should therefore be applied generally and systemati-
cally. The Committee on Agriculure has not made
any statements on this point.

The most awkward point, paragraph 4 of the motion
for a resolution before you, concerns the conditions
under which derogations have till now been enjoyed
by Denmark, Ireland and the United Kingdom, whose
livestock is not affected by swine fever. The Commit-
tee on Agriculture has discussed this matter in depth.
Its first text stated that Parliament considers that the
derogations hitherto enjoyed by Denmark, Ireland
and the United Kingdom with regard to classical swine
fever should be abolished — at the latest by 1 Novem-
ber 1980 — to bring their legislation in line with the
Community legislation which is to enter into force on
1 January 1981. Although paragraph 3 offered these
countries certain guarantees in that they were allowed
to protect themselves for a further five years against
imports which they would have considered dangerous,
their representatives felt that since the classical swine
fever virus is found in the six other countries, they did
not have sufficient guarantees with regard to health,
technical measures, or against the introduction of the
swine fever virus into their countries. Technical
explanations were, however, given, and it was stated
that health measures would be applied on the basis of
regional data in the six original Community countries,
but this was not enough. Finally, the Committee
adopted the following text:
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The Committee considers that the derogations heretofore
enjoyed by Denmark, Ireland and the United Kingdom in
the matter of classical swine fever should be extended for
one year from 1 July 1980, subject to a revision at the end
of this period.

I am trying to give an accurate account of our discus-
sions. | shall not state my personal views on this
matter, since | am merely the commitutee’s spokesman.
I would say, however, that while I understand the
concern and anxieties of these three countries, we
shall have to find 2 means of achieving free movement
of pork products among the nine Member States. In
this connection, I would suggest that the Commission
representatives present here should specify more
clearly the conditions governing health checks on live
animals or meat for trade, either between the six
original Community countries, between the original
six countries and one of the three unaffected coun-
tries, or between regions to be specified. Clearly,
however, certain guarantees are absolutely essential if
we are to persuade the fears voiced by the representa-
tives of Denmark, Ireland and the United Kingdom.
While I regret that we were unable to achieve greater
progress on this issue, I believe that if we take account

of these observations, it should be possible to bring .

about a solution to this delicate problem.

President. — I call Mr Clinton to speak on behalf of
the European People’s Party (CD Group).

Mr Clinton. — I am pleased to have an opportunity
to make a few brief comments on what I consider to
be a very important matter. But first of all may I
compliment Mr Buchou on the report that he has
presented and, indeed, on the manner in which he has
presented it. He has given us a very clear picture of
what is now proposed.

Of course, my main concern is the derogations. I
happen to represent one of the countries that have
enjoyed these derogations since we joined the
Community and it was always my understanding that
the intention was that the three countries recognized
as being free of the disease should continue to enjoy
them until such time as the disease was eradicated. [
realize that the Treaties of Accession of the three new
Member States did lay down that these derogations
should expire in 1977, that is when the transition
period came to a close, but at no time was it suggested
that there would be pressure on the clear areas to
admit either live pigs or pigmeat before the disease was
eradicated. Unfortunately during those years very little
was done to eradicate this very contagious and fatal
disease and now we have an extraordinary proposal in
front of us which is saying in effect that we should
introduce these control measures, and, I must admit, I
am quite impressed by the proposed measures, but that
as soon as this is done, that is as soon as these propos-
als are adopted and the measures are implemented, we

can expect the free movement of pigs and pigmeat into
the disease-free areas. I think this is asking the free
areas to take an extraordinary and a very unnecessary
risk and in my view there is a far greater need to eradi-
cate the disease than there is to open up the market.
Certainly, the market il the country that I represent is
so small as to be insignificant to the other Member
States — and here I want to make it quite clear that I
am extremely anxious to have free trade and free
movement of goods — but I do not think that any
Member State should be asked to take the risk of
accepting pigs and pigmeat from countries where the
disease in fact is still prevalent and in some cases is
actually endemic, until the proposed measures have
shown their real worth.

Now, it is all right to say that we will do this region by
region, but I personally do not believe that it is possi-
ble to have this sort of isolation where you have no
natural boundary to prevent the disease from spread-
ing — particularly when we have been told by the
experts that it is quite normal for the disease to lie
dormant for a number of years. Here, I am referring
particularly to breeding stock since, in contrast to pigs
destined for meat production, which have a very short
life, breeding stock may become carriers of the disease
in its dormant form and then be the cause of a sudden
outbreak which occurs for no reason that is very
apparent to anyone. So why take the risk? I was very
pleased to see that part of the proposed eradication
programme is the blood-testing of breeding stock
where if a certain percentage, a small percentage, were
found to harbour antibodies, then the alarm would be
raised and certain pretty stringent measures would
have to be taken to prevent any outbreak and spread
of the disease. I simply do not understand why we
have suddenly become prepared to open up uncontam-
inated areas to the danger of disease before we have
positive evidence that the new campaign that we are
embarking upon has had effect. I would therefore
appeal to the Commission to put a stop to this pres-
sure, and to the Member States where the disease is
still prevalent to be reasonable, if it is from these areas
that the pressure is coming, especially when a country
such as mine is so dependent on livestock. We are a
livestock country where some 85 to 90 % of our total
output in agriculture is accounted for by livestock and
livestock products. An outbreak of this disease as a
result of pressure of this kind would be immensely
costly and the money we have already been obliged to
spend in applying the slaughter policy will have been
wasted. The same, I am sure, is true of both the
United Kingdom and Denmark.

Having gone to great expense, having taken every
possible precaution up to the present to ensure that we
have clear herds, we are now being expected to take
on what I believe to be a very great risk. I do not
accept that anybody can be certain that it will not let
through some form of the disease. I am old enough to
remember when the last outbreak took place in
Ireland, more than 20 years ago. We got it through
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swill from a ship being fed to pigs, from the rinds from
bacon that was used on the ship. It is as virulent and
contagious as that. It is extremely important that we
should bear this in mind.

I am extremely pleased that what appear to be effec-
tive measures, provided they are properly carried out
and strictly supervised, have been brought in, and
perhaps all of us will see the end of this disease before
we are very much older. But I imagine from what has
been said that we should not be embarking on a five-
year plan if it didn’t take five years to do it; and it is
pointless to say that we can select regions and put a
ring around them and rely upon vaccination. Indeed,
however long vaccination is used, we must let a
number of years elapse before we can be sure of not
geuing wrong readings with blood samples. Moreover,
we know that this does not apply to swine fever alone:
it applies to other diseases as well. I find it should not
be difficult to understand the anxiety at the idea that
unnecessary risks are being taken. And I would appeal
to the Commission not to put on the pressure, because
there must be great resistance from the three Member
States and it should be understandable that that is how
they feel about it. However, I am glad that these
measures have been brought in and I hope that they
will very quickly take effect. Moreover, I think they
are not terribly costly. If we applied the vaccination
method of control, the cost of it would be quite
substantial and should certainly not be imposed on any
Member State, especially on those who have gone to
the trouble and expense of using the slaughtering
method to get rid of the disease.

I think these are very good reports and feel that we are
at least starting to make progress in an area where for
far too long we did too little.

(Applause)

President. — I call Mr Provan to speak on behalf of
the European Democratic Group.

Mr Provan. — Let me first apologize to the House
for not being able to stay long enough to hear the end
of the fishing debate, and to Mr Gundelach especially
for not being here to hear his summing-up. I look
forward to reading it with a certain amount of hope.

Mr Clinton has put very clearly indeed the main points
that I want to make tonight. I think it would be totally
ridiculous — and I hope the Commissioner is listening
to this — for us to start lowering standards on veteri-
nary matters in the Community. We, in Ireland, Great
Britain and Denmark have been instituting slaughter
policies for some while. Those have been successful in
controlling the disease. Anybody who has actually
seen the disease knows how bad it is and what the
problems are. We should surely be trying to raise stan-
dards in the Community rather than lowering them. I

can assure the Commissioner that we had a thorough
debate in committee on this very matter yesterday and
we were able to get the derogations raised from three
months to twelve.

I would just like to point out that the English text of
paragraph 4 says, ‘subject to a revision at the end of
this period’. It will be a revision for extension, not for
any other purpose; I think a review of the duration of
these derogations will be crucial, because we do not
want that disease to enter our country. I am sure the
Irish and the Danes do not want it either. So why are
we being asked to have a trade in pig products that
might create this problem? It would be totally wrong,
Mr Commissioner, to ask us to do this. If you do not
accept the twelve-month period for derogations you
will create a lot of problems for yourselves, because 1
am sure neither Parliament nor much of the Council
of Ministers will accept it. We cannot allow a lowering
of standards on disease matters. We must maintain our
standards. We must keep the pigs in our countries free
of disease.

I think, Mr President, I have said enough on the
matter, which goes very deep and it cuts at the very
heart of the pig industry.

President. — I call Mr Brendlund Nielsen to speak
on behalf of the Liberal and Democratic Group.

Mr Brendlund Nielsen. — (DK) Mr President, I too
should like to concentrate on the question raised by
the previous two speakers, and which is after all one of
the things the reports are concerned with, namely, the
need to take prompt steps to control or combat swine
fever. I should like to address a word of thanks to the
rapporteur, Mr Buchou, for the outstanding work he
has done to arrive at a formulation which shows that
we here-in this House insist on making no concessions
which may have disastrous repercussions and which
may result in a fresh outbreak of swine fever in places
where it has been eradicated.

I shall be very brief, because Mr Clinton has already
given us a brilliant exposé of the problem which may
arise if we allow trade between those regions which
have not completely eradicated the disease. On this
point, I can only reiterate what Mr Clinton and Mr
Provan had to say, about the serious repercussions
which will ensue if we implement regulations which
amount to allowing swine fever to spread into those
areas in which it has been eradicated once and for all. I
also share the view that although it may seem aurac-
tive here in the Community to work on the basis of
regions, there can be no direct control on movements
between areas within regions until a reasonable
attempt is made to put this policy into effect.

I am therefore pleased that this House will now — I
hope — associate itself with Mr Buchou’s report and
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express itself in favour of extending the means at its
disposal for keeping out imports of pigs to a number
of areas of the Community. I trust that this House will
approve the reports, and I believe that it is an
extremely positive step because, in my opinion, it
would be extremely dangerous if we lowered our
guard on this subject.

President. — I call Mr Gundela\ch.

Mr Gundelach, Vice-President of the Commission.
— (DK) Mr President, this debate is concerned with
two questions on the same subject, swine fever. Not
many speakers have had a lot to say about attempts to
combat swine fever in Portugal, which was the subject
of one of the reports, but I should nonetheless like to
thank the rapporteur for the support he gave in his
report to the Commission’s proposal and my own
efforts in this matter in Portugal. These are, after all,
part and parcel of the fight against the disease as a
whole.

The other part of the question — the fight against
swine fever within the Community, and the question
of the free trade in pigmeat within the Community —
provoked three speeches, all of which made the same
point. The opposite view has not got an airing at all in
this debate, which is something I should like to stress,
because I know for sure that this opposite view enjoys
a good deal of support in this House and in the other
Community institutions. '

Neither the Commission nor the Council are in favour
of introducing free trade in pigmeat with an attendant
risk of spreading the unpleasant disease of swine fever.
The idea is precisely to enable us to institute free trade
in pigmeat without the attendant risk. I should like to
ask Mr Provan, who has fought so hard for free trade
in the sheepmeat sector, why his enthusiasm is
suddenly so much diminished now that the point at
issue is pigmeat? Surely he should be able to generate
the same amount of enthusiasm for pigmeat as he did
for sheepmeat? The fact is that it is possible to find a
solution to the problems concerning swine fever which
would absolutely guarantee that trade in this meat
within the Community would not spread the disease
but, on the contrary, help to diminish its incidence.
We remain convinced that this could, should and will
be done by applying regulations based on the regional
principle.

I should like to comply with Mr Buchou’s request —
in view of the fact that there seems to be continuing
misunderstanding among the honourable Members as
to the nature of our proposal — to have it sent in more
detailed form to the Committee on Agriculture. Let
me just summarize its contents once again. Neither I
nor the Commission have ever given any thought to
taking the slightest risk as regards the spread of swine
fever; on the other hand, we want to do whatever we

can to liberalize trade in pigmeat, as we have done in
other agricultural sectors. I cannot accept that a

. distinction should be drawn between agricultural

commodities from one country or another at this or
that country’s discretion. It is, of course, no secret that
veterinary regulations in international trade over the
last twenty years have increasingly come to replace
other trade barriers as a means of protecting a market.
That kind of thing is simply unacceptable. Both prob-
lems are capable of being solved satisfactorily.

We in the Commission do not think it necessary to
extend the exemption provisions for the three new
Member States for a further year. Such a long period
as that will only put off any solution to the problem,
which — after all — we have now been discussing for
something like six or seven years. The more these
decisions are postponed, the less will be done. We
therefore think that four months is the right amount of
time and is quite sufficient. So we must see at the end
of the prescribed period whether or not an additional

_extension will be necessary — which I hope and think

will not be the case — but should it prove to be neces-
sary, we shall have to give some thought to the matter.
But to say in advance that we shall need a whole year
means in effect that nine months will pass before
anyone starts doing anything, and that is simply unac-
ceptable.

President. — The debate is closed. The motions for
resolutions will be put to the vote at the next voting
time.

17. Premium for the birth of calves and slaughter of
certain adult bovine animals

President. — The next item is the report (Doc.
1-229/80), drawn up by Mr Ligios on behalf of the
Committee on Agriculture, on the

proposals from the Commission to the Council (Doc.
1-212/80) for:

I — a regulation on the grant of a premium for the
birth of calves during the 1980-81 marketing year

II — a regulation continuing for the 1980-81 marketing
year the premium for the slaughter of certain adult
bovine animals provided for in Regulation (EEC)
No 870/77.

Since no one has asked to speak, the motion for a
resolution will be put to the vote at the next voting
time.
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18. Common tariff quotas for bulls, cows and heifers

President, — The next item is the report (Doc.
1-216/80), drawn up by Mr Louwes on behalf of the
Committee on External Economic Relations, on the

proposals from the Commission to the Council (Doc.
1-94/80) for:

I — aregulation on the opening, allocation and admin-
istration of the Community tariff quota of 38 000
head of heifers and cows, not intended for slaugh-
ter, of certain mountain breeds falling within
subheading ex 01.02 A II b) of the Common
Customs Tariff

II. — aregulation on the opening, allocation and admin-
istration of the Community tariff quota of 5000
head of bulls, cows and heifers, not intended for
slaughter, of certain Alpine breeds falling within
subheading ex 01.02 A II b) of the Common
Customs Tariff.

Since no one wishes to speak, the motion for a resolu-
tion will be put to the vote at the next voting time.

19. Agenda for next sitting

President. — The next sitting will take place at 9 a.m.
tomorrow, Friday, 20 June 1980, with the following
agenda:

9am.:

— Procedure without report

— Decision on urgency
— Motion for a resolution on the next meeting of the

Council of Ministers for Education

— Motion for a resolution on political rights in South
Africa

— Motion for a resolution on the fight against
poverty

— Radoux report on the EEC-Yugoslavia Coopera-
tion Agreement (without debate)

— Johnson report on fruit juices (without debate)

— Remilly report on dangerous substances and
preparations (without debate)

— Schleicher report on cosmetic products
10.30 a.m.: votes on motions for resolutions on which

the debate has closed

after 10.30 a.m.: motions for resolutions will be put to
the vote at the end of each debate.

The sitting is closed.

(The sitting was closed at 7.25 p.m.)
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IN THE CHAIR: MR PFLIMLIN
Vice-President
(The sitting opened at 9 a.m.)

President. — The sitting is open.

1. Approval of the minutes

President. — The minutes of proceedings of yester- °

day’s sitting have been distributed.
Are there any comments?

I call Mr Dalsass.

Mr Dalsass. — (D) Mr President, in connection with
the Rules of Procedure and today’s agenda, I would
like to draw your attention to something which
happened yesterday.

Yesterday I was present for the whole afternoon. I was
only outside for a short time and followed the
proceedings on the monitor so as not to miss my turn.
I was, you understand, supposed to present a report.
My name never appeared, but I went in even so. It
looked as though Mr Gundelach was about to speak,
although he had already spoken by then. When I was
in the Chamber — the President noticed that I was
there — I was not called on to speak; that was at
7.30 p.m. Then the President closed the sitting some-
what early without - giving me the opportunity to
speak. I did not understand whatever else he said,
because he spoke in Danish.

I think that this sort of thing is not right; so in order to
settle the matter for the future I would like to address
a few questions to the President. Does the President
not consider that there should be displayed on the
monitor not only the name of whoever is actually
speaking but also that of whoever is to immediately
follow him, in order to guarantee the smooth running
of the sittting? What does the President intend to do
so that this does not happen in future? Given these
conditions, would it not be possible to deal with this
item today, even though it is not on the agenda, since
it was removed from the agenda? I do not need long
to present my report; it deals with the urgent matter of
the calving premiums for Italy and the slaughtering
premiums for the United Kingdom; this is an impor-
tant and indeed urgent matter. Does the President not
think that in future the next speaker should also be
indicated on the monitor so that someone who is
always present — I only went as far as just outside the
door of the Chamber — is able to comply with his
obligations.

President. — 1 call Mr Moller.

Mr Moller. — (DK) Mr President, I was in the
Chair yesterday evening. First of all, I cannot, of
course, apologize for speaking Danish. It is my mother
tongue and an officially recognized language, and
even if Mr Dalsass does not understand it he could
have used the interpretation facilities. I believe Mr
Ligios had been the rapporteur but had been replaced
by Mr Dalsass, and when it was Mr Dalsass’s turn to
speak, I called him twice from the Chair. Mr Dalsass
was not there. I do not know what was on the outside
monitors, but as Mr Dalsass was not there I went on
to the next item on the agenda, and I think I was fully
justified in doing so. Members must find out for them-
selves when it is their turn to speak; normally that
would appear on the monitors, but as Mr Dalsass was
standing in for Mr Ligios, his name would not have
appeared.

President. — Mr Dalsass, your remarks will, of
course, appear in the report of proceedings. Generally
speaking, the monitors usually display the
names of the speaker who is actually speaking and of
the one to follow. Instructions will be given for this
practice to be always followed.

The incident is closed.
Are there any other comments?

The minutes of proceedings are approved.

2. Documents received

President. — I have received a number of motions for
resolutions, which have been tabled pursuant to
Rule 25 of the Rules of Procedure. You will find these
listed in the minutes.

3. Procedure without report

President. — I announced to you on Monday the
tile of the Commission proposal to which it was
proposed to apply the procedure without report laid
down in Rule 27A of the Rules of Procedure.

Since no one has asked leave to speak and no amend-
ments have been tabled to it, I declare this proposal
approved.
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4. Decision on urgent procedure

President. — The next item is a decision on the appli-
cation of urgent procedure to the Fergusson et al.
motion for a resolution (Doc. 1-263/80): Violation of the
French Embassy in Monrovia.

I call Mr Penders to speak in favour.

Mr Penders. — (NL) Mr President, I should like to
advance two arguments to support the request for
urgent debate. Firstly, following the tragedy of the
occupation of the embassy in Teheran, we must be
particularly careful not to become as ft were accus-
tomed to this type of action. We need to maintain the
utmost vigilance whenever attacks are made on embas-
sies anywhere in the world.

A second argument in favour of urgent procedure is
that we here have an opportunity as a Community to
take positive action. Liberia is in fact one of the signa-
tories to the Lomé Convention. We all know that
human rights played a major réle in connection with
the Lomé Convention. For me this is a further argu-
ment in favour of the European Parliament dealing
with this issue with a certain degree of urgency.

President. — I put the request for urgent procedure
to the vote.

The request is approved.

This item will be entered on today’s agenda after the

motion for a resolution on the programme to combat
poverty (Doc. 1-260/80).

5. Verification of credentials

President. — At its meeting of 19 June 1980, the
Bureau verified the credentials of Mr Brok, whose
appointment was announced on Tuesday.

Pursuant to Rule 3 (1) of the Rules of Procedure, the

Bureau has made sure that this appointment complies
with the provisions of the Treaties. It therefore asks
the House to ratify this appointment.

Are there any objections?

This appointment is ratified.

6. Membership of Parliament

President. — By letter of 17 June, MrDruon
informed me of his resignation as a Member of Parlia-
ment.

Pursuant to Article 12 (2), second subparagraph, of
the Act concerning the election of the representatives
of the Assembly by direct universal suffrage, this
vacancy is noted and the Member State concerned will
be immediately informed.

7. Draft agenda for the part-session on 26 and 27 June
1980

President. — At a meeting yesterday afternoon, the
enlarged Bureau adopted the following draft agenda
for the part-session to be held in Luxembourg on 26
and 27 June 1980: !

Thursday, 26 June
10a.m. to 1 p.m., 3 p.m. to 8 p.m. and 9 p.m. to 12 midnight:

— Order of business

— DPossibly, Dankert report on provisional twelfths for
the EAGGF (Guarantee Section)

— DPossibly, Ansquer report on the draft estimates of
Parliament for 1981

— Joint debate on the reports by Mr Dankert and Mr
R. Jackson on the general budget of the Communities *
for 1980

Friday, 27 June
9am.tolpm.:

— Vote on:
Dankert report on provisional twelfths (possibly)
Ansquer report on the draft estimates of Parlia-
ment for 1981 (possibly)
Reports by Mr Dankert and Mr R. Jackson on the
general budget of the Communities for 1980
— Joint debate on the Peters report on social aid to the
iron-and-steel industry and the Hoff report on the’
ECSC contribution financed from the Community
budget
— Prout report on consumer credit
— Cottrell report on the integration of railway compan-
ies ‘
— Janssen van Raaj report on the European air-traffic
control system
— Buttafuoco report on support for projects of Commu-
nity interest in transport infrastructure
— Von Wogau report on a special Community certifica-
tion procedure
— Von Wogau report on several directives concerning
the approximation of legislation
— De Ferranti report on powered industrial trucks.

Pursuant to Rule 12 (2), this draft agenda will be
submitted to Parliament for its approval at the begin-
ning of the next part-session.

Items which, for lack of time, cannot be dealt with
during this part-session will be held over until the
part-session of July.
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8. Time-limit for tabling amendments to the draft general
budget of the Communities for 1980

President. — In view of the circumstances, the time-
limits for tabling amendments to the 1980 draft budget
have been modified as follows:

Before publication of the report: 6 p.m. on Monday,
23 June; and after publication of the report: 3 p.m. on
Thursday,26 June.

9. Forthcoming meeting of the Council of Ministers of
Education

President. — The next item is the motion for a reso-
lution tabled by Mrs Gaiotti de Biase, on behalf of the
Committee on Youth, Culture, Education, Informa-
tion and Sport, on the forthcoming meeting of the
Council of Ministers of Education (Doc. 1-250/80).

I call Mrs Gaiotti de Biase.

Mrs Gaiotti de Biase. — () Mr President, ladies and
gentlemen, I need not spend too much time supporting
here the motion for a resolution adopted by the
Committee on Youth, Culture, Education, Informa-
tion and Sport at a meeting at which the Italian Minis-
ter of Education, Mr Sarti, President-in-Office of the
Council, was present.

For many years now — since the initial moves by
Guichard, Jahn and Dahrendorf in the 1970’s —
attempts have been made to launch a common educa-
tional policy in the Community. With the two resolu-
tions in 1976 it looked as if, in a well-defined and
specific area, a series of important experiments were
about to begin. However, despite the willingness and
intelligence, the analyses and the proposals proffered
by the services of the Commission — for which our
thanks — the Council has until now been making
difficulties, minimizing the issues and systematically
postponing, not only its own meetings, but also the
collective assumption of its own responsibilities in this
field.

At last — and we are grateful to the Italian President
of the Council for his efforts in this regard — it has
been possible to overcome the existing difficulties and,
after Parliament’s vote last November, to fix the date
for a meeting of the Education Ministers. This did,
however, entail a formal amendment to the documents
on which the meeting is to be called. The Commis-
sion’s communications to the Council, on which the
preceding Parliament delivered an opinion — as is
mentioned in our motion for a resolution — have been
in some way amended and recast. Thus arises a situa-
tion in which, while we are glad that the meeting can

.

finally take place and have absolutely no intention of
creating any obstacles, we are obliged to claim
formally Parliament’s right to examine the documents
before the meeting takes place.

It is for this reason — and this reason only — that I
wish to speak against the amendment tabled by Mr
Price and Mr Patterson to my motion for a resolution.
What we are concerned with here is admittedly a
matter of form, but it is in our interests to point it out,
if only to demonstrate this Parliament’s firm resolve
that the Community should finally have a common
educational policy. We do not want this Council
meeting to be just another episode in the history of the
Community; neither, of course, do we want it to go
beyond the topics and the agenda; we do, however,
want the full potential of these topics to be explored.
Of course, no one is thinking of a Community educa-
tional policy that would impose uniformity on the
various national systems; but there are common prob-
lems, failings and questions to be answered concerning
the employment crisis, growing mobility and the inte-
gration of our economies; and such problems should
be resolved together.

In all our countries, albeit with differing characteris-
tics and defects, a crisis is developing in the traditional
school model, which either neglects vocational train-
ing or leaves it to second-class schools, in a compart-
mentalized and degrading view of the world of work.
What is really missing from the various curricula is still
education that enables the pupil to master the techni-
cal, social and personal problems of work experience.
In all our countries, the young are losing interest in
work. .

The Council, when it meets, must be aware of Parlia-
ment’s determination to see a new common educa-
tional policy born, and we do not have to go beyond
the terms of reference of the Community to do this.
What is needed is an acceptance of the fact that a
distinction can no longer be made between vocational
training, which the Community has acknowledged as
its responsibility, and general training policies. While
we trust that in the next few days a solution may be
found to the problems of the 1980 budget on a realistic
and constructive basis, no one should have any illu-
sions about our readiness to see the launching of a real
common educational policy put off yet again until
next year.

President. — I call Mr Patterson to speak on behalf
of the European Democratic Group.

Mr Patterson. — Mr President, I rise to move the
amendment tabled by myself and Mr Price, but first of
all I must state that very little separates me from the
sponsors of this motion. It is a matter of detail. I
should like to say right from the beginning how
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important this motion is. Members will recall that
when we previously debated this matter the situation
with regard to the Community’s educational policy
was extremely serious. Indeed, the policy had been
paralyzed ever since 1976, which was the last occasion
on which the Ministers of Education had met. In spite
of repeated attempts by the Commission to draw up
the necessary policies and repeated attempts by this
Parliament to vote the necessary funds, no progress
had been made whatsoever. Then, when Parliament
came to vote funds the first time round in the 1980
budget and our committee considered it, we were told
that it was' no good allocating money to educational
policies because no decision had yet been taken by the
Council. We were then informed later on by Members
of the Council that it was no good their taking a deci-
sion because of course there were very few funds
available. We were therefore faced with a situation
which might be described as Catch 22 or the chicken
and the egg. I hesitate to use these expressions,
because we have been asked by the Interpretation
Service to avoid such idiomatic language, but perhaps
some of you will have read the book Catch 22.

Now fortunately a meeting of the Council of Educa-
tion Ministers is to take place at long last next week,
and the function of this motion and, indeed, the duty
of this House is to urge the ministers to get on with
the job of implementing the educational programme
conceived in 1976. The motion covers a number of
extremely important matters which need debating and
deciding upon. I am particularly anxious that they
should take decisions on language-teaching, the state
of which in our schools gives cause for great concern,
at least in my country. They must get on with the
language-teacher training programme, and they must
take further decisions on the matter of improving
language-teaching itself for teachers in service and for
language students. They must do something about the
transition from education to work. There are a whole
series of aspects of the Commission’s programme
which urgently require decisions. We understand that
the reason why the Education Ministers have not so
far met and taken these decisions is that it is the view
of one government that education does not fall within
the competence of the Community. I think it is quite
clear, however, that such matters as the transition
from education to work fall precisely within the
competence of the Communities under the provisions
concerning mobility of labour; and if it is the case that
that one government, and I believe it to be the Danish
Government, objects to one part of the educational
programme, namely encouragement to include the
European Community and Europe as a subject in
school curricula, perhaps I might somewhat heretically
say that if that is the stumbling-block then it should be
dropped from the programme in order to allow
progress to be made on the other aspects of the
programme, because we cannot afford to have some-
thing like that holding up the entire programme for
many more years.

Now the amendment tabled in the name of Mr Price
and myself is a small matter of deleting paragraph 2.
We do not feel terribly strongly about this, but the
reason we wish to delete this paragraph is that we
think it is enough of a miracle that these ministers are
meeting at all.

Furthermore, to make carping criticism that they have
not sent us the documents in advance so that we could
debate them, is not, in our view, going to get us very
far. Indeed, we feel that it is a very important matter
of principle whether the Council of Ministers should,
in fact send us its agenda and documents in advance,
since we do not believe that either the Treaties or the
Council Rules of Procedure oblige it to do so. We
therefore hope that Parliament will support our
amendment seeking to delete paragraph 2, which, we
think, adopts a rather sour note, and we shall pass the
remainder of the motion, congratulating the Ministers
of Education on at last gewing down to the work
which they have neglected for the last four years.

President. — I call Mrs Le Roux to speak on behalf
of the Communist and Allies Group.

Mrs Le Roux. — (F) Mr President, I should like
once again to emphasize that education does not fall
within the scope of the Treaty of Rome. Two Member
States have, moreover, long expressed their reserva-
tions about such a Council of Ministers’ meeting.
What it amounts to is that the competence of the
European Community and the Parliament are surrep-
titiously being extended.

The reality of the situation is that, despite its noble
concepts of human communication and cultural
cooperation, this programme coincides, particularly
in my own country, with a decline in the study of
history, philosophy and especially modern languages.
We cannot see the point or usefulness of such a Coun-
cil meeting if each State fails to adopt measures which
would genuinely further human communication.

Secondly, we have long been aware of the Commis-
sion’s plans for a harmonization of education
programmes to enable labour to become more mobile
and better adapted to the needs of employers within
the Community. This is implicitly to deny the exist-
ence of individual nations. Consequently, under no
circumstances are we prepared to vote in favour of
such a motion.

President. — I call Mrs Pruvot to speak on behalf of
the Liberal and Democratic Group.

Mrs Pruvot. — (F) Mr President, I should like to say
that my group is in favour of this motion. We have
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been waiting since 1976 for the Council to declare its
intention of meeting once again, not only to continue
what has already been undertaken but to go even
further by taking action at Community level in favour
of education and training.

And I mean Community action and not a Community
policy. Our demands do not extend as far as that, but
it is our view that education and training affect every-
thing. The common agricultural policy requires young
people who have been trained. Research needs young
people who have been trained, and we do not think
that the efforts of individual States can be inhibited or
can suffer in any way from Community action in this

field.

-Indeed, we think that such action is highly desirable,
and it is therefore our intention to lay particular
emphasis upon the financial aspect. It is quite clear
that without an adequate budget we shall be unable to
undertake any worthwhile Community action in the
sphere of education and training for the young,
whether it be vocational training, academic education,
foreign-language studies, training for the handicapped
or for the children of migrant workers. Naturally, in
all these fields we require an adequate budget and one
which is a great deal larger than at present. It is our
intention to press for this.

President. — 1 call Mr Begh.

Mr Begh. — (DK) Mr President, the biggest daily
newspaper in Denmark says on its front page this
morning that the Danish Minister of Education will
not attend the Council of Ministers of Education on
27 June. We in the Danish People’s Movement against
Membership of the EEC applaud the attitude behind
that decision.

The continual insistence by this Parliament on raising
matters contrary to the European Community Treaty

is gradually becoming embarrassing. If Mr Patterson.

thinks that it is only a question of including the Euro-
pean Community as a subject in the curriculum — in’
plain Danish, propaganda — he does not understand
the Danish attitude.

The position is that in 1972 there was a referendum of
the Danish people during which we were assured time
and time again that what we were to join was an
economic community. We have to abide by this and
respect our electorate. That means that we Danes must
reject every attempt by this amazingly zealous Assem-
bly to exceed the bounds of the Treaty of Rome. Mr
Patterson said that it was enough of a miracle that the
Ministers were meeting at all. There is nothing mira-
culous in breaching one’s undertakings and one’s own
Treaty or in violating a Member State’s views, as is
happening to Denmark at present. There is nothing

miraculous about it, it is more a matter of the use of
force. It has nothing to do with cultural affairs.

Why this eagerness? The only reason I can think of is
that this Parliament in its ceaseless endeavour to create
a European ideology is now trying to reach. into our
very classrooms. We protest with the utmost ve-
hemence. We cannot accept it. I therefore call upon
Parliament to stay within the bounds set to its activi-
ties.

President. — I call Mr Hahn to speak on behalf of
the Group of the European People’s Party (CD).

Mr Hahn. — (D) Mr President, ladies and gentle-
men, the European People’s Party — and not only the
European People’s Party but also the majority of the
Committee on Youth, Culture, Education, Information
and Sport — do support this motion. In no way do we
intend to overstep the Treaties. In 1976, the Education
Ministers of the European Communities met and
passed a plan of action which adheres very closely to
the agreements in the Treaties. It cannot be denied,
however, that there is a plethora of responsibilities
arising from the Treaties in which education must be
included. I need only call to mind the fact that we have
thousands of children of foreign workers who have
hitherto been at a disadvantage in the various Member
States and for whom appropriate provision at school
and in education in general must be made. It cannot be
denied that a smooth transition from school to career
helps to conquer unemployment, nor that the Euro-
pean Parliament must play a part in budgetary matters,
that is on the question of the funds which should be
made available for these problems which I mentioned
by way of an example.

Mrs Louise Weiss once complained in her opening
speech, as we will all remember, that we may have a
European agricultural policy and a European agricul-
tural policy but we have no Europeans. It is of crucial
importance for the future of Europe and its unification
for young people to feel that matters which concern
them — their training, their career and preparation for
a career, ensuring that they obtain a job — are noticed
and solved by this Parliament, by the European
Community. This is the purpose of this motion.

President. — I call Mrs Viehoff to speak on behalf of
the Socialist Group.

Mrs Viehoff. — (NL) Mr President, so much has
already been said in defence of this resolution that I
will make my comments extremely brief. I simply wish
to express my surprise at the remarks of the Danish
Member that we are seeking to drag or haul Ministers
to the conference table. I find that a somewhat strange
expression. The only concern, at least of our commit-
tee, is to discuss and tackle the problems which we can
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work together to solve, namely the education of the
children of migrant workers. Moreover, I am opposed
to the deletion of paragraph 2.

There is one further point. I do not know how this has
happened, and perhaps it is a problem with the transla-
tion, but I thought there was a reference in para-
graph 3 to the need for equal educational opportu-
nities for boys and girls, because this was one of the
points on which agreement had been reached. I do not
know if this has been forgotten, or whether this has
only been omitted in my Dutch translation, but it was
definitely in the original text. We know that it should
be there, but I wished to make this explicit.

President. — I call Mrs Kellett-Bowman.

Mrs Kellett-Bowmann. — Mr President, I wish to
support this motion very warmly indeed. I wish parti-
cularly to stress the importance of paragraph 3, on
language-teaching. It is often said, and not without
reason, of my fellow countrymen that we can write
and read foreign languages — and Latin too — but we
cannot speak them. This of course, in a Community
such as our own, is a very great disadvantage; some
years ago, thanks to the generosity of the European
Community, a College of Education in my consti-
tuency, St. Martin’s, pioneered a new form of
language-teaching in the United Kingdom, which has
enabled many of our youngsters to speak the language
of our fellow Europeans much more fluently, and
especially French. The method is now spreading to
schools throughout Lancashire and Cumbria.

Of course, all these things need money. It is essential,
if we are to become good Europeans, able to

.communicate in the language of our fellow Euro-

peans, that more money should be available for
programmes such as this. I therefore warmly support
this resolution and hope that our efforts to speak other
languages will be encouraged.

President. — I call Mrs Gredal.

Mrs Gredal. — (DK) Mr President, once again I
have to make it clear that I cannot vote for a resolu-
tion concerning education and culture. It is my view
— and a view shared by my Danish colleagues in the
Socialist Group — that these matters are not covered
by the Treaties. Education and culture are matters of
national concern, and we should not be seeking to
introduce regimentation, but that seems to be the main
intention. We have nothing against cooperation in this
field, but it must be outside the Treaties. I also think
— and I am not the first to say so here — that there
are a good many subjects which are covered by the
Treaties which Parliament could be much better
employed in considering. I was told yesterday that the

Danish Minister of Education would not be taking
part in the meeting, and I should like to point out that
this is not a unilateral act by the Danish Government.
The decision was taken after a meeting of the appro-
priate committee in the Danish Folketing. The view
there was that the Minister of Education should not
take part. We do want cooperation in this field, but
outside the Treaties. I therefore cannot vote for this
resolution.

President. — I call Mrs Dienesch.

Mrs Dienesch. — (F) Mr President, I shall take the
liberty of expressing rather a different view from the
previous speaker. Our proposal is, in fact, a motion for
a resolution. It is an invitation to the Ministers to take
the necessary decisions and an indication of the direc-
tion in which we must orientate education in our
various countries.

In this respect it is, I think, always important to be
reminded of several fundamental principles: first, that
education is the means of achieving genuine human
equality, as regards both development of personality
and choice of a career. Education enables us to benefit
from human rights as fully as possible, and the person
who is below a certain level of education is always on
the fringe of society. Secondly, we must consider
education as a whole, as a preparation for all aspects
of life, and it is worth remembering that the propor-
tions of theoretical and practical education should
perhaps be determined according to country. No
doubt we differ in our ideas of what this balance

. should be, but I think we could all perhaps learn some-

thing from what is happening in the country next to us
to supplement our own ideas on what education
should be. Thirdly, let us not forget that education
should also include instruction in moral values and
good citizenship. There certainly are shortcomings in
this respect which may, perhaps, be responsible for
types of misconduct in the young which are
condemned from time to time. Young people have an
extraordinary capacity for generosity, enthusiasm and
for respecting the most exacting moral code. It is
perhaps to be regretted that some educational systems
should have excluded this civic and moral training.
Such training naturally includes an education in the
spirit of a European ideal, which, in the final analysis,
is founded more on a need for the brotherhood of
man than on economic interests.

We therefore feel that an essential part of our contri-
bution to Western civilization, one of whose great
merits is to emphasize human rights, must be to pro-
mote education for all strata of society, for all peoples
and individuals regardless of their situation, as we
have advocated many times with regard to the Fourth
World, about which we have recently been speaking.
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President. — I call Mr Maller.

Mr Moller. — (DK) Mr President, I was most
surprised to hear Mrs Gredal speak against this
motion. Mr Begh’s attitude is less astonishing; it is
more or less a logical consequence of his principle that
the Community should not be extended into areas not
mentioned in the Treaty of Rome.

But I think it is most important, whether we have a
Treaty of Rome or not, for European children to
know more than one language. There was an incident
here this very morning, when I realized that there
were Members here who do not understand my
linguistic impoverishment, in that Danish is the only
language I speak fluently. Unfortunately, at no time in
my life have I managed to learn any of the major
languages to a standard that would satisfy Mr Dalsass
or anybody else. I should be glad if I could speak one
foreign language as well as Mr Begh, who, of course,
by virtue of his profession can speak Hebrew, Greek
and Latin; but that is 100 much for my linguistic and
intellectual powers. I therefore feel that the next gener-
ation should have the opportunities which we were not
given, and I shall vote for the resolution.

President.— I call Mr Vouel.

Mr Vouel, Member of the Commission. — (F) Mr
President, like the Parliament, the Commission was
delighted to learn that the Council of Education
Ministers is at fast to meet next Friday, 27 June. This
meeting is of especial importance because when, in
1976, the Ministers drew up the programme of action
for education, they agreed and undertook to meet
periodically to monitor the implementation of the
programme, to plan future developments and to
exchange views on policy.

Once again the Commission is emphasizing the
importance it attaches to these regular meetings,
which give the Ministers the opportunity of demon-
strating clearly their political will to cooperate in
education and thereby create a greater understanding
and sense of unity among our peoples. The Commis-
sion is grateful for the encouragement and support
which the European Parliament has given to the
proposals which will be submitted to the Ministers
next Friday. It also agrees with the Parliament that the
Ministers should hold a political discussion on the
relationship between education and employment,
especially in view of the serious unemployment situa-
tion. Here I should like to draw Parliament’s attention
to the fact that the Commission has forwarded it a
document to this effect designed to promote discus-
sion between the Ministers. The Commission is also
pleased at Parliament’s insistance that the Ministers
must take decisions at their forthcoming meeting so
that practical measures can be introduced in 1981,

especially in respect of modern languages, the study of
the European Community and Europe in schools, and
the admission of students from other Member States
to establishments of higher education. The Commis-
sion would also like to emphasize that when the
Community’s draft budget for 1981 is being prepared
it intends to take full account of the views expressed
by the Parliament on the importance for the further
development of the Community of cooperation in
education.

Finally, regarding the amendment tabled by Mr Price,
I should like to add, Mr President, that if the Parlia-
ment was unable to study the documents relating to
the agenda of the Council of Education Ministers
meeting this is because the body responsible for
cooperation in education is the Committee on Educa-
tion, whose task it is to prepare ministerial meetings.
For its part, the Commission has kept the Parliamen-
tary Committee on Youth, Culture, Education, Infor-
mation and Sport regularly informed of proposals in
preparation and of progress within the Committee on
Education. It undertakes to continue to do so in the
future.

President. — The debate is closed. The motion for a
resolution will be put to the vote at the next voting
time.

10. Political rights in South Africa

President. — The next item is the motion for a reso-
lution tabled by Mrs Castle and others on behalf of the
Socialist Group, Mr Bersani and others on behalf of
the Group of the European People’s Party (CD), and
Mrs Baduel Glorioso and others on behalf of the Ital-
ian members of the Communist and Allies Group, on
the political rights of the people of South Africa (Doc.
1-253/80).

I call Mr Adam.

Mr Adam. — Mr President, yesterday Parliament
agreed that the political rights of the people of South
Africa were a matter which warranted our urgent
attention. This motion, as you have just said, has
received support from the Socialist Group, the Euro-
pean People’s Party and the Italian members of the
Communist and Allies Group. In the vote on urgent
procedure yesterday, there was also support forthcom-

' ing from some of the British Conservatives. Now that

we come to decide on the substance of the resolution,
I hope their colleagues and all the other parties will
join in condemning the lack of the most elementary
political and human rights in South Africa; indeed,
that this Parliament will speak with a unanimous
voice.
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Every day we learn of further incidents of unrest as
the oppressed majority struggles towards freedom.
The recent events im Zimbabwe have shown how real
democracy triumphs in the end.

People have a fundamental right to choose their own
leaders. Imposed leaders, or leaders who do not have
the support of the majority of the population, cannot
retain power indefinitely. But the tragedy is that the
longer they seek to retain that power the greater the
suffering and the bloodshed. It is a fundamental politi-
cal truth that our individual rights and privileges and
our wealth are at their most valuable when they are
shared with others. But that sharing must be a volun-
tary and willing process, propelled by human under-
standing and sympathy. It is such a society that we
long to see in South Africa.

Nelson Mandela, even though he has been subjected
to the most inhuman incarceration for the past
17 years and even though he has been denied political
activity, still retains his place as the recognized leader
of the African people. He and the other leaders of the
African National Congress have a right to be freed not
only on humanitarian grounds but also on grounds of
natural justice. The South African Government has
accused him of being a Communist. Is that a crime?
Not in my book. Charges of violence and sabotage
have not been proved. Even General Van den Bergh,
the former South African Head of Security, is now on
record as saying that Mandela should be released. This
Parliament must add its voice to the campaign led by
the South African Sunday Post and the South African
Council of Churches. But we must do so not just to
give support to the people of South Africa; a unani-
mous declaration by this Parliament will be a message
of hope to oppressed and underprivileged peoples
everywhere. Let there be no doubt whose side we are
on!

Mr President, it is 25 years almost to the day since the
Congress of the People adopted its Freedom Charter
in Johannesburg. That gathering in Johannesburg was
probably the most representative gathering ever held
in South Africa. The Charter sets out clearly and
simply the need for basic democratic rights — rights
which have been consistently denied by the South
African Government, rights which many elsewhere in
the world take for granted. There is no better way to
mark the 25th anniversary of the Freedom Charter —
no better contribution to the peace of the world and to
orderly economic development — than that the South
African Government should now release Nelson
Mandela and the other members of the African
National Congress and allow them their full political
expression. Let the message from our directly elected
Parliament be unequivocal this morning! The political
decisions in South Africa must be made by, and be
representative of, all the people in that country.

President. — I call Mr Bersani to speak on behalf of
the Group of the European People’s Party (CD).

Mr Bersani. — (/) Mr President, I confirm the posi-
tion of the Group of the European People’s Party on
the situation i South Africa, which is the subject of
the motion for a resolution bearing my signature and
that of many colleagues from my group.

On the problem of South Africa and of its necessary
evolution towards a multi-racial and democratic
society free from all forms of racial discrimination and
all political and administrative actions designed to
maintain discrimination by force, our positions have
always been clear and firm, for reasons of principle
connected with the respect for the elementary rights of
citizens as well as for extremely important political
reasons directly relating to the development of democ-
racy in Africa and peace in the world. In particular, I
should like to recall the speech that the ex-chairman of
our group, Alfred Bertrand, made here on South
Africa a few months ago. If this approach is valid for
alt the forces of democracy and should apply to every
similar situation in the world, without opportunism
and political concession-making, it should at’least be
the hallmark of the European Community’s policy and
of Parliament’s position, since we and the Community
have assumed, through the Lomé, Maghreb and Mash-
reg conventions, specific responsibilities for promoting
cooperation with the whole African continent,
founded on the fundamental rights of man and on

. the principles of democracy.

In this regard, the individual case of Nelson Mandela
has come to symbolize the dramatic situation existing
in South Africa, painfully confirmed by much evidence
and, alas, by the events still taking place today. Nelson
Mandela’s long imprisonment and the odious details
thereof are a sad reminder of the conditions under
which in South Africa the natural leaders of the Afri-
can peoples, the coloureds and the Asians suffer for
asserting the human and democratic rights of their
peoples. General Van den Bergh’s statement referred
to just now is itself an endorsement of what we are
saying. The solidarity which we are expressing in this
Assembly with Nelson Mandela and the urgent request
which we are reiterating today with such wide partici-
pation from all the groups for his release assumes,
therefore, a more general political significance, since it
is in harmony with our goal of a fair and peaceful
cooperation founded on the democratic principles
which are the very basis of our Community.

President. — I call Mr Moreland to speak on behalf
of the European Democratic Group.

Mr Moreland. — Mr President, I am sure that the
subject of the policy of the Government of South
Africa has been debated in many parliaments and in
many political fora over the last 30 years. There is no
need on my part to repeat the arguments that I think
we all share against the policy of apartheid. 1 will
confine myself to what I think would be useful in the
present situation.
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The policy of the Botha government, as defined by
them, is to increase the liberal pace. I visited South
Africa three months ago and met a number of minis-
ters who told me that the days of Verwoerd were past,
that they did in fact consider moving much faster; but
I have 1o say that they stopped far short indeed of
giving the blacks, the coloureds and the Asians
anything like full political rights. I think that the
message that should go from this Parliament at this
time must be that you cannot buy off the problems in
South Africa by ‘little steps’. Frankly, it has got to be
the big steps, and if they do not undertake major
reforms they will find themselves with more and more
problems on their hands.

Having said that, Mr President, I think there is a
danger on the part of Western countries of spending
too much time criticizing and not enough time trying
to help in getting constructive solutions. If I may say
so — and I do not make this as a party point — I think
one of the reasons why it was Conservative govern-
ments in my own country that achieved success in
decolonization in Africa was that we combined our
criticisms of some of the racialist governments with
constructive measures. We have to find ways of bring-
ing South Africa back among the free democracies of
the Western world.

My final point relates in a way to the procedures of
ithis Assembly. I believe that the subject of South
Africa is far too important to justify a quick debate on
a Friday morning. I would have preferred to see the’
whole issue carefully studied in the appropriate
committee and a report debated in this Assembly on
one of the major debating days of the week. I look at
the large number of signatories on this motion; I look
at the benches around me, and I wonder how many of
those signatories are here this morning. Where is the
lady that spoke yesterday? Mr Glinne, who was here,
seems to have wandered off. Perhaps South Africa is
of no more interest to him than putting down, as I
understand, many written questions to the Council
and the Commission on the subject. I have a suspicion
that a remark that was made to me in South Africa by
one of the leading African leaders is true. He said:
“You know, you pass lots of motions, you make lots of
noise about South Africa, but you do not actually do
very much for us’. I feel that that is the message that
we should take to heart. We have to do something

" constructive on this issue. There are far too many

people, particularly from the Left, who rant and rave
on this subject, who have never actually been to South
Africa and who never try to put forward constructive
views. It is time that we had some constructive views.
It is time that we had some constructive comments. Of
course, I support this motion before us. Indeed, I hope
the House will go a little further and support my
amendments, which recognize the very serious situa-
tion which has occurred in the last week and in which,
for example, a large number of people have been killed
in Cape Town. Nevertheless, I do say to this House:

beware of too many motions! Frankly, the world is full
of motions on South Africa, but not enough action.

President. — I call Mrs Le Roux to speak on behalf
of the Communist and Allies Group.

Mrs Le Roux. — (F) Mr President, since the begin-
ning of this week the police of the racialist régime in
Pretoria have been firing on the crowd, especially at
young people, killing dozens of people, wounding
hundreds and carrying out hundreds of arrests. They
opened fire in Soweto, where the African population
wished to commemorate the massacres which had
claimed hundreds of victims. They opened fire in Cape
Town, where the coloured, black and Indian popula-
tions were also commemorating Soweto and support-
ing the long strike of Indian and coloured schoolchil-
dren who had joined the black African children in
theirs.

As we meet, repression continues in that country,
where every other day a man is hanged, where there is
systematic torture and a sizeable number of political
prisoners, including Nelson Mandela, one of the lea-
ders of the ‘African National Congress’ of South Africa
and one of the longest-serving political prisoners in
the world. And all this is being done in the name of
racialism, of the alleged superiority of one race over
all the others! Hitler is not dead, his ideology is alive
and reigns supreme in South Africa! This is why we
shall support this motion for a resolution.

We do so, however, with no illusions, aware that it
is precisely here and in the Council that the moves to
strengthen economic, diplomatic and military relations
with the racialist régime of South Africa are coordi-’
nated against the will of those African peoples who, on
the borders with South Africa, are victims of constant
agression. Ladies and gentlemen, this motion must not
give you a clear conscience.

President. — I call Mr Glinne for a personal state-
ment.

Mr Glinne. — (F) Mr President, I was called away
into the lobby by a journalist and I have just been
informed that a speaker from a bench on the other
side of the House has interpreted my sudden and
momentary absence as an indication of indifference on
my part.

I am not going to list the number of speeches I have
made or the number of debates in which I have taken
part on the question of South Africa over the last
25 years. I should like to emphasize that it behoves us
to be above such pettiness this morning and to try to
coordinate our action, and to please the honourable
Member who criticized me I shall say straight away
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that, after lengthy discussions, my group regards the
three amendments tabled by the European Democratic
Group as a positive contribution.

President. — The debate is closed. The motion for a
resolution will be put to the vote at the next voting
time.

L1. Interim programme to combat poverty

President. — The next item is the motion for a reso-
lution tabled by Mr Boyes and others on an interim
programme to combat poverty (Doc. 1-260/80).

I call Mr Albers.

Mr Albers. — (NL) Mr President, it is necessary to
draw attention to this interim programme to combat
poverty, because the Council of Ministers for Social
Affairs has been unable to reach any decision, or at
least any positive decision. It was a splendid initiative
on the part of the rapporteur, my colleague Mr Boyes,
to introduce this issue into the agenda by means of
urgent procedure as a swift reaction to an extremely
disappointing chain of events in the Council of Minis-
ters. We considered this matter only last month, and
Parliament unanimously supported the resolution in
the Boyes report. The argument was presented that an
increasing number of groups in society, such as the
elderly, the handicapped, migrant workers and ethnic
minorities, are likely to fall upon hard times as a result
of the deterioration in the economic situation in the
Member States. In addition, we find that the shortage
of housing in various Member States cannot be over-
come, which creates difficult situations in the major
cities and certain districts. It is therefore essential that
the programme which was introduced to combat
poverty should be continued.

But this programme comes to an end in December of
this year, and the Commission therefore made the
excellent proposal that an interim programme be set
up to ensure continuity. This proposal has now been
blocked by a veto from one Member State in the
Council of Ministers, which first wishes to see an
assessment of the programme which has been running
for several years. This means, Mr President, that these
measures will be interrupted, and we must attempt
with this resolution to draw attention to this issue once
again and-urge the Council most strongly to recon-
sider its decision without delay. The resolution also calls
for this item to be discussed again by the Council of
Ministers at a future meeting, because there is no
ignoring the fact that this Parliament has clearly

. expressed its will that this programme be continued.

This, Mr President, is the reasoning behind this reso-
lution on which Parliament is asked to vote.

President. — I call Mr Michel to speak on behalf of
the Group of the European People’s Party (CD).

Mr Michel. — (F) Mr President, I support the
motion proposed by Mr Boyes. Poverty exists and
does not cease to exist even in a time of plenty nor
even in a time of so-called economic boom. There may
be over-consumption in some circles, but there is
under-consumption in others. The under-consumers
are unhappily more numerous than some people may
imagine. Whilst in my own country the Fourth World
comprises a group of 900 000 people, in the Commu-
nity as a whole it comprises more than 20 million. The
Commission decided that interim programmes to
combat poverty should be put into operation and they
have been. With all due respect to some people, they
have been in all countries of the Community. The
Council of Ministers’ veto on the Commission’s offer
to provide a sum of 9 million units of account is, in my
view, indecent and unworthy of the Community. The
aim we undertook in founding the Community is to
ensure, among other things, an improvement in
circumstances for all peoples and to try to bring about
the harmonization of social legislation by bringing
progress to the same level everywhere. Well, if our
behaviour in stopping these units of account vital for
the carrying out of the interim programme is consist-
ent with this line, then I really am baffled!

It seems to me that in practice we have to secure three
things from the Council of Ministers. Firstly, we
require the continuation of interim programmes,
because a work-force has been taken on and is at work
in this area. Secondly, we require the means to support
this continuation. Our demands are not, I think, out of
proportion Nine million units of account is not much
in the light of other programmes, which are not aimed
at improving the condition of humanity. Thlrdly, we
require that this continuation be guaranteed in any
case until the Commission is able to put forward the
interim report on 1 January 1981. This, I believe, is a
relatively short space of time, within which it could
only do harm to halt what has already been begun. 1
thus hope that we shall all agree in calling for this
continuation.

President. — I call Mr Martin to speak on behalf of
the Communist and Allies Group.

Mr Martin. — (F) Mr President, ladies and gentle-
men, poverty is not a marginal phenomenon. In our
countries, particularly in France, poverty and inequal-
ity represent genuine problems of vast proportions.
One French wage-earner in three earns less than three
thousand francs a month, which is not enough to live
on, even modestly. At present, the legal minimum
wage in France is fixed at two thousand and sixty-six
francs. This is a miserable salary which is far too little

to live on decently.
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However, stating these facts does not on its own
constitute an exact assessment of the size of this prob-
lem. There are in addition belt-tightening policies
which have been instigated in every country and which
aggravate the situation. In our country, the right to
health has been called into question by the matter of
money. Nowadays we are creating one health service
for the poor and another for the rich. The right to
work is made a mockery of. There are thus one-and-
a-half million unemployed; what is more, there are
seven-and-a-half million in Europe as a whole. Only
10 % of those out of work in France receive a benefit
which is at all commensurate with their former salary.
The remainder, to whom we do gross injustice by
accusing them of laziness, only receive token compen-
sation — and tokens never fed anyone — or they
receive no compensation whatsoever. The most funda-
mental rights are thus called into question.

But this systematic policy does not stop here. Despite
the embarassed denials by our country’s politicians,
the buying-power of French wage-earners went down
by between 1 % and 3 %, for example, in 1979. No
category is spared. With the demands on the wage-
packet, social insurance contributions and heavier and
heavier taxation, the French get poorer with each year
that passes. Those bodies which concern themselves
with statistics, including INSEE, the official body,
furnish evidence and proof in the form of figures
which the French government cannot deny.

Whilst it is a widerspread phenomenon and a problem
which is on the increase, poverty does not affect every-
one. Financial groups and large capitalist concerns
whose profits increase, doubling or tripling each year,
benefit directly from it through the systems of social
benefits and taxations; they include Michelin, Rhone-
Poulenc, the oil companies, Peugeot-Citroén and
several dozen French-based multinationals which feed
on the exploitation of millions of workers. This is why
poverty is not the exception but, unfortunately, the
rule in the present century.

Mr Boyes’s motion thus does not tally with the
analysis made by the French members of the
Communist and Allies Group. The interim programme
to combat poverty will probably not put much right.
However, we shall not reject anything which might
represent a small step, however tiny, towards coming
to terms with a phenomenon which is as widespread as
1t is unacceptable.

President. — The debate is closed. The motion for a
resolution will be put to the vote at the next voting
time.

12. Violation of the French Embassy in Monrovia -

President. — The next item is the motion for a reso-
lution tabled by Mr Fergusson on behalf of the Euro-

pean Democratic Group, Mr Blumenfeld on behalf of
the Group of the European People’s Party (CD), Mr
Haagerup on behalf of the Liberal and Democratic
Group and Mrs Ewing on behalf of the Group of the
European Progressive Democrats, on the violation of
the French Embassy in Monrovia (Doc. 1-263/80).

I call Mr Fergusson.

Mr Fergusson. — Mr President, this motion speaks
for itself. Since the coup d’état in Liberia in April, the
world has been appalled by the accounts of atrocities
coming out of Monrovia committed in the name of the
present Liberian authorities. Atrocities, of course, are
nothing new to tyrannies, but what we are concerned
with here is the immediate threat once more to civil-
ized communication and relations between states
enshrined in the observance of age-old diplomatic
conventions. The abuse of diplomatic privilege, too, is
nothing new, but the use of embassies for espionage,
for subversion and even for the encouragement of
terrorism in the host country is a matter of common
knowledge and concern. The new departure, with the
horrific precedent of Teheran, where the scandal
continues, is the violation of the sanctity of a foreign
embassy, which traditionally has the status of foreign
territory, by agents of the host country. Unless this
ceases now, unless it is immediately condemned, we
may see this kind of practice spread throughout the
world, just as in recent years crimes of hostage-taking,
kidnapping, highjacking and seizing of embassies have
spread owing to the absence of concerted international
action to put an end to it. Liberia is a member of the
Lomé Convention and her affairs are therefore
expressly our business. She is a signatory of the Vienna
Convention, of which she is now grossly in breach.
She is a member of the United Nations, whose resolu-
tions she has brutally affronted. In the name, then, of
consistency in this Parliament, in the name of human-
ity, in the name of peace and the rule of international
law, I ask the House to pass this motion.

President. — I call Mr Seitlinger to speak on behalf
of the Group of the European People’s Party (CD).

Mr Seitlinger. — (F) Mr President, colleagues, have
we made any progress between Teheran and
Monrovia? How much longer can we be content to
protest and express our indignation over such degrad-
ing acts, which moreover, have been committed by a
signatory te the Lomé Convention, as Mr Fergusson
has just pointed out? Many of us look forward to the
day when the European Community will be able to
ensure that the most sacrosanct conventions are
respected, but in the meantime I invite you to support
Mr Fergusson’s motion for a resolution and to author-
ize our President to bring it to the notice of those who
have established an unacceptable system of justice in
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Monrovia and who, following executions bearing all
the hallmarks of crimes, have commited an act for
which reparation must be made.

President. — I call Mr Chambeiron to speak on
behalf of the Communist and Allies Group.

Mr Chambeiron. — (F) Mr President, I have already
had occasion to tell the House that my colleagues and
I are in favour of absolute respect for diplomatic
immunity and international conventions. Therefore I
shall not pursue this point any further.

But what I would very briefly like to say, Mr President,
is that once again a problem has been referred to the
House which, I agree, is of considerable importance
— and no doubt the authors of the motion will find
comparable examples even in France — but which,
like others referred to this House during the last year,
does not, in my view, necessarily fall within its
competence. Indeed, the previous speaker has just
pointed out that we have virtually no means of imple-
menting our resolutions. But we do have responsibili-
ties which we are not assuming, and these I should like
to mention very rapidly.

Mr Fergusson, you are one of the authors of this reso-
lution, but do you not feel that it would be in the
interests of the House to deal with problems arising
within the Community, such as Ireland, for example?
We have asked for an opportunity to discuss what is
happening in Ireland, but the House has never been
willing to do so. There are also problems we could
mention in the Federal Republic of Germany and even
in France, but these are never referred to.

This is why I will not associate my name with the
motion tabled as long as this House considers that its
duty lies in dealing with matters outside the Commu-
_nity and never with those of concern to us within it.

President. — The debate is closed. The motion for a
resolution will be put to the vote at the next voting
time.

13 Safeguard measures in the EEC-Yugoslavia coopera-
tion agreement

President. — The next item is, without debate, the
report by Mr Radoux, on behalf of the Committee
on External Economic Relations, on the safeguard
measures provided for in the cooperation agreement
and the interim agreement concerning trade and
commercial cooperation between the European
Economic Community and the Socialist Federal
Republic of Yugoslavia (Doc. 1-238/80).

I note that no one wishes to speak.

The motion for a resolution will be put to the vote at
the next voting time.

14. Fruit-juices and certain similar products

President. — The next item is, without debate, the
report by Mr Johnson (Doc. 1-144/80), on behalf of
the Committee on the Environment, Public Health
and Consumer Protection, on

the proposal from the Commission to the Council (Doc.
1-695/79) for a directive amending for the second time
Directive 75/726/EEC, on the approximation of the laws
of the Member States concerning fruit-juices and certain
similar products.

I note that no one wishes to speak.

The motion for a resolution will be put to the vote at
the next voting time.

15. Dangerous substances and preparations

President. — The next item is, without debate, the
report by Mr Remilly (Doc. 1-217/80), on behalf of
the Committee on the Environment, Public Health
and Consumer Protection, on

the proposal from the Commission to the Council (Doc.
1-740/79) for a directive amending for the fourth time
Directive 76/769/EEC, on the approximation of the laws,
regulations and administrative provisions of the Member
States relating to restrictions on the marketing and use of
certain dangerous substances and preparations.

I note that no one wishes to speak.

The motion for a resolution will be put to the vote at
the next voting time.

16. Cosmetic products

President. — The next item is the report by Mrs
Schleicher (Doc. 1-145/80), on behalf of the Commit-
tee on the Environment, Public Health and Consumer
Protection, on

the proposal from the Commission to the Council (Doc.
199/79) for a directive amending for the first time Direc-
tive 76/768/EEC of 27 July 1976, on the approximation
of the laws of the Member States relating to cosmetic
products.

I call Mrs Schleicher.
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Mrs Schleicher, rapporteur. — (D) Mr President,
ladies and gentlemen, the last item on today’s agenda
is a subject connected with policies both for the
protection of health and for the protection of the
consumer — and here, if you like, mainly women —
although we should not overlook the fact that cosmet-
ics are increasingly arousing interest amongst the male
population. Interest in cosmetic products increases the
more the user personally has success with them.

I would say that not only appearances but also smells
are very important.

(Laugbhter)

The new directive amends for the first time the direc-
tive which was passed in 1976. There are a few unsa-
tisfactory aspects to be mentioned here, among them
the fact that the subject-matter has in the interim
become so complex that very few people can cope with
it — even those who have to handle it — and I would
simply like to question here whether such complicated
directives are really necessary.

We are at present discussing an amending directive
even though the second and third amending directives
are already being drafted. However, since certain
deadlines must be met, we have to pass it today. This is
unsatisfactory, as further problems loom on the hori-

-zon which we cannot deal with today. It is also unsa-

tisfactory to have to make an amendment at a time
when the basic directive has not yet even been trans-
posed into national law in all the countries.

The Commission advised us in committee, but on many
points we received what were, as we saw it, insuffi-
cient answers to the following questions: to what
extent has the directive proved of value, and what sort
of damage has occurred in the four years since 1976,
or rather what evidence is there of injury to health?
We hope that at least better answers will be forthcom-
ing from the next round of discussions.

We dealt with various matters in committee, in parti-
cular with the unsatisfactory provisions fixing maxi-
mum permitted trace-levels. In our motion for a réso-
lution, we request the Commission yet again to exam-
ine these things more closely. We were also concerned
with the drawing up of lists, which has become very
complicated, with labelling provisions for small quant-
ities and with prepackaged goods, because distortions
of competition have arisen here. We dealt with protec-
tive clauses, with transitional periods and in particular
with procedures on new substances. These have to be
cleared as potential health hazards, but this takes a
very long time. Consumer organizations in particular
exert pressure here, but I believe that these things must
be checked carefully and it is for precisely this reason
that the process is sometimes rather lengthy.

The committee itself has proposed a few amendments

to the directive, notably more realistic deadlines, .

technical improvements in the use of positive lists,
better labelling of small quantities and easier handling
in trade. I must, however, point out a difficulty that
has arisen in the course of making amendments in
committee: I must request that a technical correction
be made and that ‘Articles 8 and 9 should change
places in the amended text.

In conclusion, I would like to say that we will soon
have to tackle this matter again in committee, and if
problems arise in the interim we can deal with them
together with the second and third amending direc-
tives. It is perhaps of interest to the consumer that the
next directives will be concerned mainly with
sun-screening products, which are of great interest to
us too because they are used very extensively at
present. We are concerned to submit proposals aimed
above all at avoiding health hazards in the future.

One point created difficulties for us. Errors were made
in the original directive which were errors of termin-
ology but which were also connected with the different
substances used in the various countries. Having seen
the number of errors which have been made, I am not
quite sure how further mistakes can be avoided in the
the future. I think the procedures are just too compli-
cated; my concern and that of the committee is to
find, if possible, simpler procedures. The committee
will soon have an opportunity to study this in connec-
tion with the next amending directives. Our proposals
were adopted unanimously in committee and I would
ask the House to do likewise and approve the directive
in the form submitted to it.

President. — The correction you have asked for will
be made.

I call MrNewton Dunn to speak on behalf of the
European Democratic Group. |

Mr Newton Dunn. — Mr President, in the case of
this directive, the UK is anxious for two particular
points to be considered by the Commission. Firstly,
free samples and single-dose sachets should, we
believe, be exempt from the requirement to specify the
exact quantity, because the obligation to put an exact
quantity into a small sachet will raise its cost so much
that it will cease to be worthwhile, thus depriving the
consumer of a chance to sample the product.

Secondly, we are very concerned about the use of
positive lists, that is, lists of authorized materials,
because any material that is not included in such a list
may not be used to make up a cosmetic. With the
increase in knowledge of the properties of new ma-
terials and the research that goes on continuously, it is
essential that there should be a rapid method of adding
new materials to the list — if we are to have a positive
list at all. The present lengthy Council procedure can
take years, and that removes any incentive for manu-
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facturers and researchers to create new materials, since
if they know that they are not going to get any reward
from the use of their research for years, and that when
they are allowed to use it it will cease to be confiden-
tial, they won’t embark on the research at all and we
shall end up with no innovation and no new products.
This point arouses considerable concern.in the UK in
many different areas, and I ask the Commission to
" consider it.

President. — The debate is closed. The motion for a |

resolution will be put to the vote at the next voting
time.

IN THE CHAIR: MR ROGERS

Vice-president

17. Votes

President. — The next item comprises the votes on
motions for resolutions on which the debate has
closed.

We shall begin with the motion for a resolution
contained in the Buchou report (Doc. 1-234/80): Fish-
stocks.

(Parliament adopted the preamble and paragraphs 1 to 9)

On paragraph 10, I have Amendment No2, by
Mr Lynge, seeking to delete this paragraph.

What is the rapporteur’s position?

Mr Dalsass, deputy rapporteur. — (D) Mr President,
I can vouch that the rapporteur is in favour of this
amendment.

(Parliament adopted Amendment No 2, then para-
graphs 11 and 12)

President. — After paragraph 12, I have Amendment
No 1, by Mr Josselin and others, seeking to insert a
new paragraph to read:

12a. Points out that the common fisheries policy can be
effectively implemented only if the activities of fish-
ing vessels are properly controlled; instructs its
Committee on Agriculture to investigate whether this
could not perhaps be achieved by coordinating the
Member States’ inspection and surveillance activities,
and if so, to what extent.

What is the rapporteur’s position?
Pp p

Mr Dalsass, deputy rapporteur. — (D) Mr President,
the rapporteur is in favour of this amendment too.

(Parliament adopted Amendment No 1)

President. — I put to the vote the motion for a reso-
lution as a whole.

The resolution is adopted.!

We shall now consider the motion for a resolution
contained in the Kirk report (Doc. 1-233/80): Restruc-
turing in the inshore-fishing sector.

(Parliament adopted the preamble and paragraphs 1 to 3)
On paragraph 4, I have Amendment No 1, by
Mr Josselin, seekmg to delete this paragraph What is

the rapporteur’s position?

Mr Scott-Hopkins, deputy rapportenr. — The rappor-
teur is against the amendment.

(Parliament rejected Amendment No 1, then adopted
paragraphs 4 and 5 in succession)

President. — On paragraph 6, I have Amendment
No 2, by Mr Josselin, seeking to delete this paragraph.

What is the rapporteur’s position?
Mr Scott-Hopkins, deputy rapporteur. — The rappor-
teur is against the amendment.

(Parliament rejected Amendment No 2, then adopted
paragraph 6 and paragraphs 7 to 14)

President. — I now put to the vote the motion for a
resolution as a whole.

The resolution is adopted.!

I now put to the vote the motion for a resolution
contained in the Lynge report (Doc. 1-235/80) : Fish-

stocks.

The resolution is adopted.!

E3

President. — We shall now consider the motion for a
resolution contained in the Davern report (Doc. 1-251/
80): Aid to hop-producers for 1979.

1 QOJC175of 14.7.1980.
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(Parliament adopted the preamble)

After the preamble, I have two amendments tabled by
Mr Sutra and others, each seeking to replace the sole
paragraph by a new text:

— Amendment No 1/rev.:

— concerned at the absence of official statistics on
stocks, particularly commercial stocks held by brewer-
ies,

— considering that the, Commission has declared itself in
favour of the non-expansion of the area under hops in
1981 and 1982 and that the Council does not accept
this view,

1. Decides that the area under hops will be frozen at
the 1979 level for one year;

2. Calls on the Commission to inform Parliament of
the situation in the hop sector at the end of this
period;

3. Approves the Commission’s proposal subject to
this reservation.

— Amendment No 2 :

— whereas the present system of deficiency payments has
not protected Alsatian producers against monetary
distortions and distortions of competition,

— whereas the area under hops in Alsace has decreased
in four years from 1 050 to 470 ha, °
1. Calls on the Commission to propose a new regula-

tion based on the principle of guaranteed incomes
for hop producers.

What is the rapporteur’s position?

I call Mr Dalsass.

Mr Dalsass. — (D) Mr President, as a member of the
Committee on Agriculture, I know that Mr Davern
opposes both the first and the second amendment.

President. — 1 call Mr von der Vring on a point of
order.

Mr von der Vring. — (D) Mr President, if there is no
official spokesman for a committee present, then there
can be no recommendation either. I would ask you to
walive your request for a recommendation.

President. — Yes, I think that is very sensible. If a
rapporteur cannot be present he should appoint
someone to give the official view, failing which we can
refer to the chairman of the committee. With all due
respect to Mr Dalsass, I think a Member ought not to
speak on behalf of a committee unless he has been so
appointed. But [ appreciate that you were trying to be
helpful, Mr Dalsass.

I call Mrs Ewing.

Mrs Ewing. — I just want the House to know there is
no discourtesy on Mr Davern’s part in not being here
today. His son has a fractured skull from a very
serious accident and he has had to go home to Ireland.
I can speak officially for the group to say that, just as
has been said, he was against the amendments.

President. — 1 accept the reason for Mr Davern not
being present and I am sure we all sympathize with
him very much. But this is not a group resolution; it
has been tabled by a committee and the rapporteur
ought to appoint a substitute, or the committee chair-
man should be here to speak instead.

(Parliament rejected Amendment No 2 and adopted
Amendment No 1/rev.)

I put to the vote the motion for a resolution as a
whole.

The resolution is adopted.!

President. — I now put to the vote the Buchou motion
Jfor a resolution (Doc. 1-228/80): African swine-fever in
Portugal.

The resolution is adopted.!

I put to the vote the motion for a resolution contained
in the Buchou report (Doc. 1-252/80): Control of classi-
cal swine-fever.

The resolution is adopted.!

President. — We shall next consider the motion for a
resolution contained in the Ligios report (Doc. 1-229/
80): Premiums for bovine animals.

I call Mr Dalsass to give an explanation of vote.

Mr Dalsass, deputy rapporteur. — (D) Mr President,
as 1 said at the beginning of today’s sitting, I was
unable to present this report yesterday. I would thus
just like to say a few words as an explanation of vote.
This measure was not contained in the Commission’s
1980-81 prices package, but in its resolution on agri-
cultural prices the European Parliament expressly
asked that it be retained. This arrangement allows a
reduction in the number of cows slaughtered and an

1 OJC 175 of 14.7. 1980.
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Dalsass

increase in the number of young animals for fattening,
and at the same time supplements the income of
breeders by an appropriate amount. I consider the
results of this measure to be very positive, particularly
for Ttalian stock-farming, which is chiefly affected.
The aim of this premium is primarily to supplement
the income of producers, but it also has beneficial
effects in stabilizing the production cycle and reducing
fluctuations. I would like to emphasize that this
measure — the calving premium for Italy — is of
particular importance for my own region, a mountain
region where the yield is low and hence the income is
much more modest than elsewhere. Here this premium
represents a valuable supplementary income. So [ can
only welcome the discussion of this measure today and
I will, of course, gladly support it.

President. — I put the motion for a tesolution to the
vote.

The resolution is adopted.!

President. — I now put to the vote the motion for a
resolution contained in the Lowwes report (Doc. 1-216/

80): Tariff quotas for heifers, bulls and cows.

The resolution is adopted.!

President. — We shall now consider the Gaiotti de
Biase motion for a resolution (Doc. 1-250/80): Meeting
of the Council of Ministers of Education.

(Patliament adopted the preamble and paragraph 1)

On paragraph 2, I have Amendment No 1, by Mr

Price and Mr Patterson, seeking to delete this para-
graph.

What is the author’s position?

Mrs Cassanmagnago Cerretti. — (/) Against.
(Parliament rejected Amendment No 1, then adopted in
succession paragraph 2 and paragraphs 3 to 8)

President. — I put the motion for a resolution to the
vote.

1 OJC 175 of 14.7. 1980.

The resolution is adopted.!

=

President. — We shall now consider the Castle et al.
motion for a resolution (Doc. 1-253/80): Political rights
in South Africa.

(Parliament adopted the preamble)

On paragraph 1, I have Amendment No 1, tabled by
Mr Moreland and others, seeking to amend this para-
graph as follows:

1. Deplores the continued imprisonment of Nelson
Mandela and the many other South Africans impri-
soned for political purposes.

What is the authors’ position?

Mr Adam. — The amendment is acceptable.

(Parliament adopted in succession Amendment No. I and
paragraphs 2 and 3)

President. — After paragraph 3, I have Amendment
No 2, tabled by Mr Moreland and others, seeking to
add the following new paragraph:

3a. Is deeply concerned at the recent reports of violence
and death in South Africa and urges the Government
of South Africa to realize that such violence will
continue as long as it continues to enforce oppressive
and bureaucratic legislation and fails to allow the
black, coloured and Asian populations a full part in
the administration of South Africa.

What is the authors’ position?

Mr Adam. — I am in favour of the amendment.
(Parliament adopted Amendment No 2)
President. — On paragraph 4, I have Amendment

No 3, tabled by Mr Moreland and others, seeking to
amend this paragraph as follows:

4. Instructs its President to forward this resolution to the
Council and Commission and the Government of
South Africa.

What is the authors’ position?

Mr Adam. — I am in favour of the amendment.
(Parliament adopted Amendment No 3)

1 QJ C 175 of 14. 7. 1980.
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President. — I can now allow explanations of vote.

I call Mr De Goede.

Mr De Goede. — (NL) Mr President, I did not take
part in this short debate but wish to express my

support for this resolution in the form of an explana-
tion of vote, and I hope this will be recorded.

President. — I call Mr Coppieters.

Mr Coppieters. — (NL) Mr President, I wholeheart-

-dly support this resolution, but I should like to point
out that we should not apply double standards when
considering the issue of human rights, and that we
must also be concerned to safeguard these rights
within the Member States of the Community. ‘

President. — I put to the vote the motion for a reso-
lution as a whole, incorporating the amendments
which have been adopted.

The resolution is adopted.!

(Applause from certain quarters on the left)

%

President. — I put to the vote the Boyes et al. motion
Jfor a resolution (Doc. 1-260/80): Interim programme to
combat poverty.

The resolution is adopted.!

'

President. — I put to the vote the Fergusson et al.
motion for a resolution (Doc. 1-263/80): Violation of the
French Embassy in Monrovia.

The resolution is adopted.!

%
*

President. — I put to the vote the motion for a reso-
lution contained in the Radoux report (Doc. 1-238/80):
EEC-Yugoslavia cooperation agreement.

1 OJC1750f 14.7. 1980.

The resolution is adopted.!

%

President. — I put to the vote the motion for a resolu-
tion contained in the Jobnson report (Doc. 1-144/80):
Fruit-juices and certain similar products.

The resolution is adopted.?

s

President. — We now come to the motion for a reso-
lution contained in-the Remilly report (Doc. 1-217/80):
Dangerous substances and preparations.

I call Mrs Gredal for an explanation of vote.
Mrs Gredal. — (DK) Mr President, as this is the first

opportunity I have had to put my views on this
proposal, I should now like to say that I will vote

against it. The original directive states that the use of

the very hazardous substances in question is to be
reduced, but this proposal does exactly the opposite.
The substances in question are totally banned in
Denmark, and we therefore reject the proposals. We
can in general accept ‘minimum’ directives, but not
‘total’ directives which conflict with Danish legislation
and principles.

President. — I call Mrs Hammerich for an explana-
tion of vote.

Mrs Hammerich. — (DK) Mr President, I entirely
concur with Mrs Gredal on this mauer. This is an
unusually objectionable proposal for a directive to
legalize the hitherto unauthorized use of PCT, a very
hazardous substance, primarily for military purposes.
It amounts to a direct reduction of the protection
afforded by Danish environmental legislation, and we
shall vote against.

President. — I put the motion for a resolution to the
vote.

The resolution is adopted.!

*
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-

President. — We now come to the motion for a reso-
lution contained in the Schleicher report (Doc. 1-145/
80): Cosmetic products. ,

I call Mr Davignon.

Mr Davignon, Member of the Commission. — (F) Mr
President, I shall just make a few brief remarks before
the vote takes place in reply to the questions raised a
short time ago during the debate.

I should like to say that on the whole the Commission
appreciates the report which has been prepared and
recognizes that the requests have all been incorporated
with a view to obtaining greater clarity. But how is this
to be achieved? The rapporteur herself has said that
the matter must be discussed so that a clearer system
can be devised, without, however, proceeding from
one clarification to another and ending up in a situa-
tion which, instead of being simpler, is more compli-
cated. The Commission is in sympathy with the
general trend of the report. On the question of the
date, our position is that we shall fix it as soon as we
have a clearer idea of the Council’s timetable. We
should prefer the soonest date possible, but whether it
will be 31 December 1984 or before or after that date
depends upon the Council’s timetable, and we can sort
that out with the competent committee. We also
subscribe to the idea of examining the problems asso-
ciated with the expression ‘marketing’ and of fixing
the deadline for adoption by the Council of the direc-
tive on the various questions relating to national law.

We also agree that in the course of time a reordered
proposal relating to Article 6, paragraph (b), should be
submitted. The committee has made a number of
observations. Others are the result of our contacts and
discussions with the Council. Consequently, we intend
to draft a proposal for Article 6, paragraph (b), which
will incorporate the additions requested as well as
others upon which we shall supply the committee with
the necessary information. |

President. — I put the motion for a resolution to the
vote.

The resolution is adopted.!

18. Dates of the next part-session

President. — There are no other items on the agenda.
I thank the representatives of the Council and the
Commission for their contributions to our work.

I remind the House that our next sittings will be held
in Luxembourg on 26 and 27 June 1980.

1 OJC 175 of 14.7.1980.

19. Approval of the minutes

President. — Rule 17(2) of the Rules of Procedure
requires me to lay before Parliament, for its approval,
the minutes of proceedings of this sitting, which have
been written during the debates.

Are there any comments?
Mr Harris. — We have not seen them!

President. — Mr Harris, I am rather surprised,
because you happen to be one of the conclave that is
always present on Friday mornings. This is a normal
procedure, and according to the Rules of Procedure, I
have to place before Parliament, for its approval; the
minutes of proceedings of the last sitting of a part-
session before the sitting is closed, and if no objection
is raised they shall be declared approved. Members
never see them. ’

(Laughter)

Mr Harris. — Mr President, I apologize for being
slow on this matter in the past, but I serve warning
that we are now fully aware of the point. It really is a
piece of utter nonsense.

(Applause from various quarters on the right)

President. — May I agree with you, Mr Harris, and
say that, like yourself, as Members of Parliament who
approved the Rules we are part of the nonsense we
have created.

(Laughter)

Mr Harris. — If it is not too late, I should like to
object, and I shall go on objecting every Friday to this
procedure.

President. — I have noted your comments. They will
go into the record and may help us to make some
progress on this matter in the future.

I call Mrs Kellett-Bowman.

Mrs Kellett-Bowman. — If an objection is raised,
surely the matter has to be considered.

President. — I asked if there were any comments. In
the absence of comments the minutes are normally
approved, but in view of the fact that there are
comments and objections, I put the approval of the
minutes to the vote.
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You have decided not to approve the minutes.

I will check with the secretariat whether it is necessary
to approve the minutes before I close this particular
part-session of Parliament. If it is necessary to do so,
the result of your decision will be that you will have to
wait until the minutes are prepared and available.

I understand from the secretariat that the minutes
cannot be operative until they are approved. This
means that the resolutions voted on this morning
cannot be implemented or come into force until the
minutes are approved.

I call Mr Arndt on a point of order.

Mr Arndt. — (D) Mr President, the Rules of Proce-
dure state expressly that if an objection is raised to the
minutes then the objector must declare which point he
objects to. Now, since these minutes have been
objected to, [ would ask you to tell us which point you
object to. Then we will change that point and the
minutes will be approved.

This is laid down precisely in Rule 17(3) of the Rules
of Procedure. So if someone objects to the minutes of
a sitting, he must say why he objects. If he cannot do
so, the objection is overruled. For the rest, Mr Presi-
dent, I think you were right to suggest that the matter
should be laid before the Bureau for a decision. Of
course it is irritating to have to approve minutes which
we have no opportunity of seeing. It would be a good
thing if this point in the Rules of Procedure were
altered to the effect that the minutes of the last day
need not be approved until the first day of the new
part-session.

President. — Mr Arndt, the Rules say that the
minutes of proceedings of the last sitting of a part-
session shall be placed before Parliament for its
approval before the sitting is closed. If no objection is
raised, they shall be declared approved. Now, to get
the minutes properly translated into the six languages
and drawn up correctly would require a considerable
length of time. Technically, as you suggested, we
should wait until all this was done and then approve
the minutes or otherwise.

The Rules go on to say that if any objections are
raised to the minutes of proceedings Parliament shall,
if necessary, decide whether the changes requested
should be considered. Now, I put that to the vote, and
you decided that you wanted to consider changes,
even though you could not put forward anything
specific because you had not seen the written minutes.

There have been some urgent amendments and also
some opinions that have to go back to the Commis-
sion. We would certainly have to wait probably until
the Luxembourg part-session next week or possibly

until July before we formally approve the minutes. The
other option is that we stay here until the minutes are
ready at about 6.30 p.m. I wonder if you would like to
take the vote again, or even withdraw your objections
altogether.

I call Mr Patterson.

Mr Patterson. — Mr President, I do not think it
would be in order if we now took another vote on the
minutes, since all the votes we have taken would be
made void. However, there is a perfectly adequate
solution under Rule 33, which says that all votes shall
be valid, whatever the number of voters. That presum-
ably means that any one Member can approve the
minutes and that when the minutes have been written
up, we can delegate our power to adopt the minutes to
the Bureau or any members of the Bureau who happen
to be around at the time. I think that would get us out
of this particular jam. There must be some Members
around at 6.30 p.m.

(Laughter)

Indeed, Mr President, if you yourself are present
when the minutes have been taken, as you have been
in the Chair, I shall be quite happy to delegate my
power to vote the minutes to you.

(Loud laughter)

President. — Thank you, Mr Patterson, for some
very constructive advice. I shall follow your advice,
because what I am not anxious to do is to set any
precedent. But I am very concerned about the implica-
tion that one Member can approve the minutes.

I call Mr Harris.

Mr Harris. — Quite seriously, Mr President, I was

-not trying to disrupt business, but I do think that now

you have drawn our attention to it, this rule is a piece
of utter nonsense, and I for my part would be willing
to withdraw my objection if that helped, on the assur-
ance that you will see to it that the Bureau does, in
fact, look at this and possibly recommends to the
Committee on the Rules of Procedure and Petitions
that it reconsider Rule 17, because, quite frankly, it is
utter rubbish to approve minutes which we have not
seen. So, on that assurance I would, with your agree-
ment, be happy to withdraw the objection.

President. — Mr Harris has very kindly proposed to
withdraw his objection, and unless there are objections
to his gesture, I think we can proceed.

I call Mrs Kellett-Bowman.
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Mrs Kellett-Bowman. — Mr President, you had
already accepted Mr Pauerson’s excellent suggestion
on Rule 33. Now, if we start going back on the vote,
where do we end?

President. — I am sorry, I am not taking on myself
the responsibility for approving on behalf of this
House the whole of the minutes. It is a far too danger-
ous precedent. If the Members take decisions, then
they must realize the implications of their decisions.
Mr Harris, as the original objector, has realized the
implications and he has had sufficient grace and intel-
ligence to withdraw his objection.

I call Lady Elles.

Lady Elles. — Mr President, I should like to congra-
tulate you on the way that has been handled with calm
and common sense. My colleague, Mr Harris, has seen
the implications of his original objection and, although
the objection is valid, he has agreed to withdraw it. I
would therefore ask you, in order to keep orderly
procedure in this House, that we now vote on his
proposal to withdraw his objection. I think that will
put us back into proper order again, and I am sure that
his gesture of withdrawing his objection will have the
full support of this House.

President. — Lady Elles has moved that we accept
the withdrawal of the objection.

I now put this motion to the vote.

The motion is adopted. The minutes of proceedings
are therefore approved.

I call Mrs Van den Heuvel on a point of order.

Mrs Van den Heuvel. — Mr President, I am sorry if I
am now raising an issue which perhaps has not yet

arisen, but I am compelled to do so by the events of
the previous sitting. Before you in fact begin the
adjournment procedure, I must point out that this
contravenes the Rules of Procedure, because accord-
ing to Rule 12 (3) you are required to announce the
date, time and agenda of the next sitting before
suspending this sitting. My colleague, Mr Albers,
wished to make this point last time, but he was not
given leave to speak because the meeting had already
been adjourned. I do not wish to make a formal
request for the agenda of the next sitting to be
announced, but I would ask you to revise Rule 12 (3)
in such a way that no meeting in future is conducted in
a manner which contravenes the Rules of Procedure.

President. — Mrs Van den Heuvel, we are not in
contravention of the Rules of Procedure, because Mr
Pflimlin announced the agenda for the next part-
session earlier this morning.

I call Mr Newton Dunn.

Mr Newton Dunn. — Mr President, I just want to
say that I think that the last half-hour proves that
Professor Parkinson still lives. As you know, he said
work expands to fill the time available. We are just
proving that the European Parliament speaks to fill the
time available.

President. — Mr Newton Dunn, I think the points

raised by Members, especially Mr Harris’s point, were
valid.

20. Adjournment of the session

President, — I declare the session of the European
Parliament adjourned.

The sitting is closed.

(The sitting was closed at 11.20 a.m.)
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